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Revised  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration:  May  23,  2005  

Lead  Agency:  Planning  Department,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Agency  Contact  Person:  Joy  Navarrete  Telephone;  (415)  558-5975 

Project  Title:  2OO3.0869E:  88  Fifth  Street  -  The  Old  U.S.  Mint 
Project  Sponsor:  San  Francisco  Museum  and  Historical  Society 

Project  Contact  Person:  Jim  Lazarus,  Executive  Director  Telephone:  (415)  537-1105 

Project  Address:  88  Fifth  Street 
Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):  Block  3704,  Lot  1 1 

City  and  County:  San  Francisco  

Project  Description:  The  proposed  project  is  the  rehabilitation  plus  seismic  upgrade  and  addition  to  the 
United  States  Old  Mint  located  at  88  Fifth  Street  in  downtown  San  Francisco  (Assessor's  Block  3704,  Lot 
11).  The  existing  three-story  plus  an  attic  86,300  99,921 -gross-square-foot  (gsf)  building_would  be 
retained,  aiTd_additional  square  footage  the  first  floor  courtyard  floor  (circa  1970)  will  be  removed  (a 
deduct  of  4  336  gsf)  and  a»  additional-stery  circulation  bridges,  stairs  and  an  elevator  (addition  of  2,649 
gsf)  would  be  added  within  the  existing  resulting  4-story  courtyard.  The  existing  attic  would  be  expanded 
on  the  roof  along  the  south  side  of  the  courtyard  to  create  a  museum  gallery  (an  addition  of  1,554  gsf) 
with  a  view  of  the  city  skyline  to  the  south.  Ten  thousand  gsf  would  be  added  The  courtyard  floor  (circa 
1970)  removal  and  additions  of  bridges  and  roof  gallery  result  in  an  overall  reduction  of  GSF,  for  a  total 
floor  area  of  96,300  gsf.  99,788  gsf  The  project  would  include  closure  of  Jessie  Street  to  vehicles, 
between  Mint  and  Fifth  Streets,  to  be  used  for  outdoor  restaurant  seating.  The  project  site  is 
approximately  45,515  47,515  sq.  ft.,  is  zoned  P  (Public)  within  a  90-X  height  and  bulk  district,  and  within 
the  Mid-Market  St.  Revitalization  and  Conservation  District.  The  project  building  has  multiple  historic 
ratings,  including  being  a  National  Historic  Landmark,  individually  listed  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  and  designated  as  a  City  Landmark.  The  project  is  required  to  be  in  accordance  with  the 
Secretary  of  Interior's  Standards  for  the  Rehabilitation  of  Historic  Buildings  with  the  approval  of  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office  per  deed  restrictions  on  the  property.  Transaction  document  approvals 
would  be  required  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  would  be  required 

by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board.  

Building  Permit  Application  Number,  if  Applicable;  n/a  

THIS  PROJECT  COULD  NOT  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT.  This 
finding  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15064 
(Determining  Significant  Effect),  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15070  (Decision  to 
Prepare  a  Negative  Declaration),  and  the  following  reasons  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evaluation 
(Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached: 

-Over- 
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INITIAL  STUDY 
88  Fifth  Street,  The  Old  Mint  -  Case  No.  2003.0869E 


I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  project  is  the  rehabilitation  plus  seismic  upgrade  and  addition  to  the  United  States  Old  Mint 
located  at  88  Fifth  Street  in  downtown  San  Francisco  (Assessor's  Block  3704,  Lot  11).  See  Figure  1, 
Project  Location.  The  existing  three-story  plus  an  attic  86^^00-  99,921 -gross-square-foot  (gsf)  building 
would  be  retained,  and  additional  square  footage  the  first  floor  courtyard  floor  (circa  1970)  will  be 
removed  (a  deduct  of  4,336  gsf)  and  aft  additional-stefy  circulation  bridges,  stairs  and  an  elevator 
(addition  of  2.649  gsf)  would  be  added  within  the  existing  resulting  4-storv  courtyard.  The  existing  attic 
would  be  expanded  on  the  roof  along  the  south  side  of  the  courtyard  to  create  a  museum  gallery  (an 
addition  of  1.554  gsf)  with  a  view  of  the  city  skyline  to  the  south.  Ten  thousand  gsf  would  be  added  The 
courtyard  floor  (circa  1970)  removal  and  additions  of  bridges  and  roof  gallery  result  in  an  overall 
reduction  of  GSF,  for  a  total  floor  area  of  96.300  gsf.  99,788  gsf.' 

The  4,000  square  foot  courtyard  floor,  enclosed  in  1973  for  offices,  would  be  demolished  in  order  to 
lower  the  floor  for  the  proposed  enclosed  courtyard  by  13 '-6".  The  building  would  include  77,300  gsf 
79,957^  square  feet  of  total  usable  space  including:  36,326  sf  of  City  History  Museum  space,  10,500  gsf 
2,082  sf  of  Museum  office  space,  2.045  sf  of  museum  back-of— house  space,  2,044  sf  of  museum  retail. 
3,336  sf  of  museum  theater  space,  and  2.024  sf  for  an  education  center.  Tenants  in  the  building  will  be  the 
8.153  sf  Gold  Rush  and  Money  Museum,  2,492  sf  of  small  retail  lease  spaces,  ^^^00  6,360  sf  of  restaurant 
space  and  cafe,Of  the  10,500  gsf  of  office  space,  3,987  sf  2,500  gsf  would  be  used  for  the  San  Francisco 
Visitor  Center,  and  the  remaining  11,108  sf  gs^would  be  office  space  circulation,  toilets  and  support 
spaces  ancillary  to  the  museum  use.  In  the  center  of  the  building  there  would  be  an  open  area  for  the 
Historical  Museum  Courtyard  with  walkways  connecting  the  floors  and  attic  spaces  covered  by  a  glass 
roof  to  protect  the  exhibits  and  activities.  The  roof  top  gallery  will  be  67' -6"  wide  (east-west)  and  extend 
from  12'  to  13'-6"  above  the  existing  roof  plane.  The  top  of  this  roof  gallery  will  extend  13'-1  '/z"  above 
the  southern  edge  of  the  courtyard  parapet  and  8'-0"  above  the  Mission  Street  facade  parapet.  The  top 
glass  enclosure  would  include  a  lookout  deck  for  viewing  the  city  skyline  over  the  roof  of  the  Old  Mint 
building.  A  quality  sit-down  restaurant  with  a  bar,  public  restrooms,  a  coin/money  museum,  other  retail 

'    Tliese  calculations  were  done  using  the  San  Francisco  Plannins  Code  definitions  whhoui  deductions  taken  for  ground  level 
circulation,  retail  and  other  spaces  necessary  for  the  support  of  the  building.  Those  deductions  are  reflected  in  the  Transfer  of 
Development  Rights  (TDR)  discussed  on  pages  14-15. 

^    This  summary  of  usable  square  feet  excludes  all  exterior  walls  and  thick  masonry  interior  walls,  therefore,  the  total  square 
feet  inside  the  building  will  not  equal  the  gross  square  feet  as  defined  bv  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  which  is 
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tenant  spaces  and  building  support/back-of-house  spaces  and  the  new  Historical  Museum  would  occupy 
the  ground  floor  of  the  building.  The  first  floor  would  be  occupied  by  the  Historical  Museum,  a  museum 
theater,  gift  shops  and  the  San  Francisco  Visitor  Information  Center  (Visitor  Center),  the  latter  of  which 
would  be  relocated  from  its  existing  location  at  Hallidie  Plaza  (on  the  north  side  of  Market  at  Fifth 
Streets).  The  second  floor  would  be  completely  occupied  by  the  Historical  Museum,  San  Francisco 
Visitor  Center  offices,  museum  offices  and  an  Education  Center.  The  attic  level  will  contain  museum 
galleries.  Figures  2  through  9  show  the  project  site  plan,  floor  plans,  and  elevations. 

The  proposed  project  would  also  include  the  24-hour  closure  of  Jessie  Street  between  Mint  Street  and 
Fifth  Street  to  allow  for  outdoor  passive  seating  for  restaurants  and  cafes  on  Jessie  Street  and  adjacent  to 
the  Old  Mint  building.  This  would  displace  five  on-street  parking  spaces  and  eight  motorcycle  parking 
spaces  on  the  north  side  of  the  street.  The  Jessie  Street  closure  would  also  displace  the  MUNI  #26  line 
bus  stop  and  layover  area  on  the  south  side  of  Jessie  Street,  west  of  the  Fifth  Street/Jessie  Street 
intersection.  The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  relocate  the  MUNI  #26  bus  stop  layover  area  to  Fifth  Street 
between  Jessie  and  Mission  Streets,  where  a  MUNI  #27  bus  stop  is  currently  located.  The  east  side  of 
Mint  Street  is  designated  as  a  bus-parking  zone  and  several  bus  carriers  use  this  area  for  passenger 
loading  and  layover.  The  proposed  project  would  also  restrict  the  existing  bus  parking  zone  on  Mint 
Street  to  bus  drop-off  activities  to  the  Historical  Museum  only.  There  are  two  options  depending  on  the 
restriction  of  bus  access  into  Mint  Street  for  drop-off  (see  Transportation/Circulation).  In  both  the  options 
buses  (all  except  for  those  for  the  museum)  would  need  to  make  a  U-tum  on  Mint  Street  and  layover 
would  no  longer  be  allowed  on  Mint  Street.  The  west  side  of  Mint  Street  would  be  converted  to  90- 
degree  parking  spaces  providing  1 8  to_23  parking  spaces,  depending  on  the  option  approved  by  DPT. 


II.  SETTING 

The  Old  U.S.  Mint  is  located  at  the  northwest  comer  of  Fifth  and  Mission  Streets  on  a  site  bordered  by 
Mint  Street  at  the  rear  to  the  west,  Jessie  Street  along  the  north  side,  and  Mission  to  the  south.  The 
principal  facade  of  the  Old  Mint  is  east-facing,  fronting  on  Fifth  Street.  The  building  measures  160  feet 
in  length  on  the  north  and  south  sides  and  217  feet  in  length  at  the  front  and  rear.  As  streets  are 
juxtaposed  on  all  sides  of  the  building,  it  is  a  free-standing  structure,  set  apart  from  surrounding  buildings, 
most  of  which  are  relatively  smaller  in  scale.  The  project  site  is  approximately  45,515  47.515  sq.  ft.,  is 
zoned  P  (Public)  within  a  90-X  height  and  bulk  district,  and  is  within  the  Mid-Market  St.  Revitalization 

calculated  to  include  walls  and  allows  numerous  deductions  (such  as  ground  level  relail.  circulation  and  spaces  supporting  the 
building). 
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and  Conservation  District.  Surrounding  zoning  within  the  project  vicinity  includes  Downtown  General 
Commercial  District  (C-3-G),  Downtown  Retail  District  (C-3-R),  Downtown  Support  District  (C-3-S)  and 
Public  Used  Districts  (P).  The  areas  of  SOMA  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  have  historically 
supported  printing,  wholesaling,  light  industry,  and  some  residential  uses,  but  over  time  have  transitioned 
to  include  office,  hotel,  retail,  and  visitor-oriented  uses.  Building  heights  on  the  project  site  and  in  nearby 
areas  range  from  two-  to  three-story  commercial  structures  to  seven-to  nine-story  retail  and  office 
buildings. 

The  Old  Mint  is  roughly  rectangular  in  plan  with  its  four  wings  built  around  an  open  central  interior 
courtyard.  The  building  consists  of  two  full  floors  over  a  street-level  ground  floor,  constructed  on  a 
concrete  foundation.  The  height  of  the  ground  floor  level  measures  12  feet;  the  first  floor  is  18  feet  and 
the  second  floor  is  16  feet.  Two  separate  partial  attic  spaces  exist  below  the  east  and  west  gables. 

The  Old  Mint  was  constructed  in  1874  and  designed  by  Alfred  B.  Mullet,  Assistant  Supervising  Architect 
of  the  Treasury  Department  in  Washington  D.C.  From  the  outset,  the  Mint  served  the  diverse  functions 
of  foundry,  fortress,  manufacturing  facility,  and  highly  ornamented  office  space.  In  1937,  upon  the 
completion  of  the  new  San  Francisco  Mint  on  Hermann  Street,  near  Market  and  Duboce  Streets,  the  Old 
Mint  lost  its  original  intended  use.  For  many  years  after  the  close  of  minting  operations,  various  uses 
continued  at  the  Old  Mint.  The  Old  Mint  served  as  a  museum  from  1973  until  1994.  During  this  period, 
federal  offices  were  located  in  the  building,  with  office  use  diminishing  by  the  late  1990s.  The  Old  Mint 
is  now  vacant. 

Jessie  Street  is  primarily  used  for  access  to  on-street  parking,  local  access  and  cut  through  traffic  from 
Mission  to  Fifth  Street.  This  section  of  Jessie  Street  is  one-way  in  the  eastbound  direction  carrying  less 
than  100  vehicles  during  the  peak  hours  and  midday.  Currently,  Mint  Street  provides  passenger  vehicles 
and  truck  access  to  local  buildings  and  commercial  uses  on  Jessie/Mint  Streets.  East  side  of  Mint  Street  is 
designated  as  a  bus-parking  zone  and  several  bus  carriers  use  this  area  for  passenger  loading  and  layover. 

III.        APPROVALS  REQUIRED 

The  proposed  closure  of  Jessie  Street  would  require  approval  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The 
proposed  design  of  the  bus  layovers  on  Mint  Street  would  require  approval  by  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic.  The  project  is  required  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary  of 
Interior's  Standards  for  the  Rehabilitation  of  Historic  Buildings  with  the  approval  of  the  State  Historic 
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Preservation  Office  per  deed  restrictions  on  the  property.  Transaction  document  approvals  would  be 
required  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  would  be  required  by  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board.  As  part  of  the  Planning  Department  review  and  comment  on 
the  rehabilitation  of  the  Old  Mint,  the  project  sponsor  will  present  to  the  Landmark  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  in  a  public  hearing  a  request  for  review  and  comment  on  each  phase  of  the  proposed  project: 
schematic  design,  design  development  and  construction  plans  prior  to  obtaining  a  report  prepared  by  the 
historic  preservation  consultant  (Carey  &  Co.)  on  each  phase  of  the  project  development  as  required  by 
the  Programmatic  Agreement.  Submittal  to  the  Landmarks  Board  at  each  phase  of  the  project 
development  will  inform  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  process  and  assure  compliance  with  the 
standards  in  Planning  Code  Article  10. 
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FIGURE  1  -  PROJECT  LOCATION 
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IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 


Not 

A.    COMPATrBILITY  WETH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS  Discussed  Applicable 

1)  Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or  changes  proposed  to  the 

Planning  Code  or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.  X    

2)  Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environmental  plans  and  goals  of 

the  City  or  Region,  if  applicable.  X    

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  implements  the  General  Plan,  and  governs  permitted  uses,  densities, 
and  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  The  Code  incorporates  by  reference  the  City  Zoning 
Maps.  Permits  to  construct  new  buildings  or  to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones  may  not  be  issued  unless 
the  proposed  project  conforms  to  the  Code,  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Code. 

Environmental  plans  and  policies,  such  as  the  '97  Clean  Air  Plan,  directly  address  physical  environmental 
issues  andVor  contain  standards  or  targets  that  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or  improve  specific 
components  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously  or 
substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 

The  City's  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land  use  decisions, 
contains  some  policies  vvhichpolicies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  current  project 
would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such  policy.  In  general,  potential  conflicts  with  the 
General  Plan  are  considered  by  decision  makers  independently  of  the  environmental  review  process,  as  a 
part  of  the  decision  whether  to  approve  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project.  Any  potential  conflict  not 
identified  here  could  be  considered  in  that  context,  and  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental  effects 
of  the  proposed  project. 

The  project  site  is  zoned  P  (Public)  within  a  90-X  height  and  bulk  district  and  may  transfer  development 
rights  per  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance  77-01,  which  amended  Section  128(a)(4)  of  the 
San  Francisco  Planning  Code  as  follows:  "Transfer  Lot.'  A  Preservation  Lot  located  in  a  C-3  District 
from  which  Transferable  Development  Rights  (TDR)  may  be  transferred.  A  lot  zoned  P  (public)  may  in 
no  event  be  a  Transfer  Lot  unless  a  building  on  that  lot  is  (i)  owned  by  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  and  (ii)  located  in  a  P  District  adjacent  to  a  C-3  District,  and  (iii)  designated  as  an  historical 
landmark  by  Anicle  10  of  this  Code  or  designated  as  a  Category  I  Significant  Building  by  Article  11  of 
this  Code  and  listed  as  a  National  Historical  Landmark  on  the  National  Historic  Register,  and  (iv)  the 
TDR  proceeds  are  used  to  finance,  in  whole  or  in  part,  a  project  to  rehabilitate  and  restore  the  building  in 
accordance  with  the  Secretary  of  Interior  Standards.  For  the  purposes  of  Section  128(b),  a  lot  zoned  P 
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which  satisfies  the  criteria  of  this  subsection  (4)  to  qualify  as  a  'Transfer  Lot"  shall  be  deemed  to  have  an 
allowable  gross  floor  area  of  7.5:1  under  Section  124." 

On  the  project  property,  a  7.5:1  Floor  to  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  is  allowed  under  Section  128  of  the  Planning 
Code.  TDRs  are  transferred  from  unused  FAR  from  a  site  containing  a  Significant  or  Contributory 
building  under  Article  11.  The  total  floor  area  of  the  project  site  is  47,515  sf,  and  the  FAR  of  7.5  to  1 
would  allow  a  total  development  on  the  project  site  of  356,363  gsf  The  proposed  project,  with  additions, 
and  including  deductions  allowed  by  the  Planning  Code'  would  be  a  total  of  88,635  gsf,  leaving  a 
remainder  of  267.728  gsf.  The  San  Francisco  Museum  and  Historic  Society,  which  has  an  exclusive 
negotiation  agreement  with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  rehabilitate  the  site,  has  an 
agi'eement  to  sell  253.195  gsf  of  the  Old  Mint's  TDRs  to  a  proposed  development  at  888  Howard  Street, 
proceeds  of  which  will  be  used  to  help  finance  the  Old  Mint  rehabilitation  and  restoration  in  accordance 
with  the  Secretary'  of  Interior  Standards.  A  remainder  of  14,533  gsf  of  TDR  would  be  available  on  the 
site. 

Surrounding  zoning  within  the  project  vicinity  includes  Downtown  General  Corrunercial  District  (C-3-G), 
Downtown  Retail  District  (C-3-R),  Downtown  Support  District  (C-3-S)  and  Public  Use  Districts  (P).  The 
height  and  bulk  districts  in  the  vicinity  include  120-X  to  the  north,  160-S  to  the  northeast,  and  160-F  to 
the  east,  south  and  west  of  the  project.  Building  heights  on  the  project  site  and  in  nearby  areas  range  from 
two-  to  three-story  commercial  structures  to  seven-to  nine-story  retail  and  office  buildings.  The  proposed 
uses  and  height  of  the  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  existing  surrounding  uses  and  heights  in  the  - 
area. 

On  November  4,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  passed  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  established  eight  Priority  Policies.  These  policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
affordable  housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land 
uses  from  commercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business 
ownership;  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open 
space.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the 
City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies. 


'    These  calculations  were  done  usinR  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  definitions  with  deductions  taken  for  ground  level 
circulation,  retail  and  other  spaces  necessary  for  the  support  of  the  building. 
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B.    ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


All  items  on  the  Initial  Study  checklist  incorporated  herein  have  been  checked  "No,"  indicating  that,  upon 
evaluation,  staff  has  determined  that  the  proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  in 
those  areas.  Several  checklist  items  have  also  been  checked  "Discussed,"  indicating  that  the  text  includes 
discussion  of  that  particular  issue.  For  all  the  items  checked  "No"  without  discussion,  the  conclusions 
regarding  potential  adverse  environmental  effects  are  based  on  field  observation,  staff  experience  on 
similar  projects,  andyor  standard  reference  materials  available  within  the  Planning  Department  such  as  the 
Department's  Transportation  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review,  or  the  California  Natural  Diversity 
Data  Base  and  maps,  published  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  For  each  checklist  item, 
the  evaluation  has  considered  the  impacts  of  the  project  both  individually  and  cumulatively. 

1)     Land  Use  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of 

an  established  community?    X  X 

(b)  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing 

character  of  the  vicinity?    X  X 

The  project  site  is  an  area  of  San  Francisco's  downtown  that  is  characterized  by  a  concentration  of  retail 
activity  focused  on  Market  Street  and  Union  Square,  adjacent  to  South  of  Market  (SOMA).  The  areas  of 
SOMA  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  have  historically  supported  printing,  wholesaling,  light  industry, 
and  some  residential  uses,  but  over  time  have  transitioned  to  include  office,  hotel,  retail,  and  visitor- 
oriented  uses.  Building  heights  on  the  project  site  and  in  nearby  areas  range  from  two-  to  three-story 
commercial  structures  to  seven-to  nine-story  retail  and  office  buildings. 

South  of  the  project  site  directly  across  Mission  Street  is  the  four-story  (with  a  seven-story  clock  tower) 
San  Francisco  Chronicle  Newspaper  Agency's  downtown  office  and  distribution  center.  To  the  north 
across  Jessie  Street  is  a  five-story  hotel  facing  Fifth  Street,  and  two-  to  three-story  buildings  with  fire 
station,  commercial,  and  residential  uses.  On  the  block  Across  Fifth  Street  to  the  east  of  the  project  site 
are  the  San  Francisco  Shopping  Centre  (a  seven-story  retail  mall  connected  to  the  former  Emporium 
Building  at  several  levels),  the  seven-story-story  Milano  Hotel,  the  eight-story  Victorian  Hotel,  the  nine- 
story  Howard  Johnson's  Pickwick  Hotel,  a  10-story  office  building  at  825  Market  Street,  and  the  nine- 
story  San  Francisco  Community  College  Downtown  Center  at  Fourth  and  Mission  Streets.  Along 
Mission  Street  are  various  small  retail  and  service-oriented  businesses  and  some  light  industrial  uses. 
Southeast  of  the  project  site  is  the  five-story  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage.  Beyond  the  Fifth  and  Mission 
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Garage,  between  Minna,  Fourth,  Howard,  and  Fifth  Streets,  is  the  new  Moscone  Center  Expansion 
building.  To  the  south  and  east  across  Fourth  Street  is  Yerba  Buena  Center,  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  for 
the  Arts,  and  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  open  space.  The  115-foot-tall  Sony  Metreon  multi-screen  cinema  and 
other  retail  and  entertainment  uses,  on  Fourth  Street  between  Mission  and  Howard  Streets,  opened  in  June 
1999.  To  the  east,  at  Fourth  and  Mission  Streets,  is  the  39-story  Marriott  Hotel.  Further  north  of  the 
project  site,  extending  to  Union  Square  along  Powell  and  Stockton  Streets  and  Grant  Avenue,  is  a 
concentration  of  hotels,  retail  and  visitor  uses.  Hotels  include  the  Crowne  Plaza,  Pare  55  Hotel,  Villa 
Florence,  and  Stratford.  Retail  uses,  such  as  the  Virgin  Megastore  and  the  Gap,  are  nearby  in  the  project 
vicinity.  The  San  Francisco  Visitor  Information  Center  and  Hallidie  Plaza,  and  the  Powell  Street  Cable 
Car  Turnaround,  are  tourist  and  visitor-oriented  areas  on  Market  Street.  To  the  west  of  the  project  site  are 
a  mix  of  light  industrial,  commercial,  retail  hotel,  and  office  uses  along  Mission  Street. 

In  terms  of  the  height,  scale,  and  density  on  this  specific  site,  and  relative  to  the  nearby  uses  along  Fifth 
and  Mission  Streets,  the  proposed  project  would  not  represent  substantial  change  on  the  site,  since  the 
building  would  remain  essentially  the  same  as  it  currently  stands,  with  the  exception  of  the  15-foot 
vertical  glass  addition  to  the  center  courtyard.  The  proposed  project  height  addition  at  the  center 
courtyard  would  fit  within  the  existing  height  limit  in  the  P  district  of  90-X. 

Land  use  impacts  are  considered  to  be  significant  if  they  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an 
estabHshed  community,  or  if  they  have  a  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing  character  of  the  vicinity. 
The  project  would  change  the  land  use  at  the  project  site  from  a  large  vacant  building  to  a  museum, 
restaurant,  bar,  shops,  visitor  center,  and  accessory  office  use.  The  proposed  project  would  enlarge 
modify  the  existing  building  and  expand  the  use  of  the  site  from  about  86,300  99.921  gsf  to  about  96,300 
99,788  gsf:  the  only  change  to  the  :  new  square  footage  would  be  located  entirely  within  the  p.xir.ting 
interior  courtyard  so  that  the  exterior  building  envelope  would  not  change  be  the  expansion  of  the  existing 
attic  on  the  roof  along  the  south  side  of  the  courtyard  to  create  a  museum  gallery  (an  addition  of  1,554 
gsf).  The  proposed  development  would  thus  intensify  a  building  that  has  been  vacant  for  approximately 
10  years.  The  change  in  land  use  represents  an  expansion  of  uses  whichuses  that  would  be  compatible 
with  the  uses  and  density  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project.  The  project  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the 
physical  arrangement  of  existing  uses  and  activities  that  surround  it. 

Jessie  Street  is  currently  used  primarily  for  access  to  on-street  parking,  local  access,  and  cut-through 
traffic  from  Mission  Street  to  Fifth  Street.  Vehicles  accessing  Jessie  Street  for  parking  access  would  be 
displaced  to  other  streets.   It  is  expected  that  this  displacement  would  still  be  local  and  spread  over 
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Market  Street,  Folsom  Street,  and  other  minor  streets  in  the  vicinity.  The  closure  of  the  portion  of  Jessie 
Street  between  Mint  Street  and  Fifth  Street  for  outdoor  restaurant  and  cafe  seating  and  for  pedestrian  use 
would  not  result  in  a  negative  impact  to  the  existing  character  of  the  vicinity.  The  adjacent  uses  and 
activities  would  continue  on  their  own  sites  with  expanded  outdoor  space  that  would  allow  for  greater 
interrelation  than  presently  exists.  Therefore,  no  significant  impacts  related  to  land  use  would  result  from 
the  project. 

2)     Visual  Quality  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Have   a   substantial,   demonstrable  negative 

aesthetic  effect?    X  X 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic 

view  or  vista  now  observed  from  public  areas?    X  X 

(c)  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substantially 

impacting  other  properties?    X   


Design  and  aesthetics  are  by  definition  subjective,  open  to  interpretation  by  decision  makers  and  members 
of  the  public.  A  proposed  project  would  therefore  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on 
visual  quality  only  if  it  would  cause  a  substantial  and  demonstrable  negative  change.  The  proposed 
project  would  not  cause  such  a  change. 

The  existing  visual  characteristics  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  are  varied,  reflecting  changing 
development  patterns,  land  uses,  and  architectural  styles  in  the  area  over  the  past  hundred  years. 
Dominant  visual  features  along  Fifth  and  Mission  Streets  include  a  collection  of  seven-  to  nine-story 
buildings  including  901  Market  at  the  southwest  comer  of  Market  and  Fifth.  Directly  south  of  the  project 
site  across  Mission  Street  is  the  four-story  Art-Deco  style  San  Francisco  Chronicle  building,  with  a  seven- 
story  clock  tower.  Across  Fifth  Street  northeast,  San  Francisco  Centre  extends  south  on  the  east  side  of 
Fifth  Street  to  the  seven-story  Milano  Hotel  at  the  northeast  comer  of  Fifth  and  Jessie  Streets.  The  nine- 
story  Pickwick  Hotel  is  between  Jessie  and  Mission  Streets  along  Fifth  Street.  Under  construction  mid- 
block  between  Mission  through  Jessie  Street  and  through  to  Market  Street,  between  Fourth  and  Fifth 
Streets,  is  the  proposed  Verba  Buena  Redevelopment  Project  Area  Expansion/Emporium  Site 
Development.  That  project  would  include  new  retail,  entertainment,  restaurant,  cinema,  and  hotel  uses  in 
a  1,571,000  gross  square  foot  development  with  building  heights  of  165  feet  along  Market  Street  (restored 
existing  facade)  up  to  400  feet  along  the  Mission  Street  side  (proposed  hotel). 

The  proposed  project  would  restore  and  rehabilitate  the  Old  Mint  building's  facade  and  interiors  within  its 
existing  building  envelope.  However,  additional  square  footage  and  an  additional  v,ton'  circulation 
bridges,  stairs  and  an  elevator  (addition  of  2,649  gsf)  would  be  added  within  the  interior  courtyard 
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enclosed  by  a  ono  story  glass  roof.  The  existing  attic  would  be  expanded  on  the  roof  along  the  south  side 
of  the  courtyard  to  create  a  museum  gallery  (an  addition  of  1,554  gsf)  with  a  view  of  the  city  skyline  to 
the  south.  The  roof  top  gallery  will  be  67'-6''  wide  (east-west)  and  extend  from  12'  to  13'-6"  above  the 
existing  roof  plane.  The  top  of  this  roof  gallery  will  extend  13'-1  V2"  above  the  southern  edge  of  the 
courtyard  parapet  and  8'-()"  above  the  Mission  Street  fa9ade  parapet.  The  glass  roof  would  be  about  ono 
story  higher  (about  15  feet)  than  the  existing  parapets  in  the  courtyard,  increasing  the  total  height  of  tho 
building  from  approximately  60.  feet  to  approximately  75  feet  in  that  central  portion  of  the  building.  The 
proposed  project  would  result  in  a  visual  change  to  the  project  site,  it  would  be  taller  than  some  of  the 
adjacent  buildings  to  the  north  and  west,  but  would  not  be  out  of  character  with  the  massing  of  some 
nearby  buildings. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  change  nor  obstruct  views  of  the  existing  Old  Mint 
building.  The  4^  13. 5-foot  vertical  addition  of  a  glass  roof  would  be  barely  visible  from  locations  near 
Fifth  and  Mission  Streets  since  it  would  be  set  back  in  the  center  of  the  building.  While  the  proposed 
project  would  have  an  additional  story  over  the  courtyard,  its  visibility  from  Mission  and  Fifth  Streets 
would  not  be  considered  a  significant  adverse  effect.  The  project  would  not  obstruct  major  views  from 
public  open  space  such  as  Hallidie  Plaza  or  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  Existing  long-range  views  from 
Mission  Street,  adjacent  to  the  project,  of  Yerba  Buena  Island,  to  the  east,  and  Twin  Peaks,  to  the  west, 
would  not  be  altered  by  the  project.  Overall,  the  project  would  not  have  significant  adverse  effects  on 
urban  design  nor  visual  quality. 

3)     Population  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of 

population?  X  X 

(b)  Displace  a  large  number  of  people  (involving 

either  housing  or  employment)?  X  X 

(c)  Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional 
housing  in  San  Francisco,  or  substantially 

reduces  the  housing  supply?  X  X 

The  site  is  vacant  and  there  are  no  employees  or  residents  at  the  current  location  that  would  be  displaced 
with  project  implementation.  The  visitor  center  would  be  relocated  from  Hallidie  Plaza  with  retention  of 
the  same  employees.  The  proposed  77,300  gsf  47.857  sf  total  museum  space  (viith  gift  Ghopsincludes 
2.082  sf  of  office  space,  2.045  sf  of  back-of-house  support  uses.  3.336  sf  of  theater.  2.044  sf  retail  and 
2.024  sf  of  the  Education  Center.4,  10,500  gsf  of  offico  spuco,  und  The  museum  along  with  6.360  sf  ^t400 
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g&l-of  restaurant  space  (with  the  bar)  could  attract  up  to  63  70"  new  employees  and  approximately  970^ 
new  patrons  to  the  site  on  a  daily  basis.  While  noticeable  to  immediately  adjacent  neighbors,  the  increase 
in  population  on  the  site  would  not  substantially  increase  the  existing  area-wide  population,  because  the 
project  area  is  a  dense  and  populated  urban  area  with  existing  commercial  and  residential  uses. 

San  Francisco's  employment  is  projected  to  grow  from  about  535,000  employees  in  1995  to  about 
665,300  employees  in  2015,  an  increase  of  24  percent.  Therefore,  project-related  employment  growth 
would  constitute  less  than  0.1  percent  of  citywide  employment  growth  by  the  year  2015,  even  if  all  new 
employees  were  conservatively  assumed  to  be  all-new  to  San  Francisco.  This  potential  increase  in 
employment  would  be  minimal  in  the  context  of  the  total  employment  in  greater  San  Francisco. 

San  Francisco  consistently  ranks  as  one  of  the  most  expensive  housing  markets  in  the  United  States. 
San  Francisco  is  the  central  city  in  an  attractive  region  known  for  its  agreeable  climate,  open  space  and 
recreational  opportunities,  cultural  amenities,  strong  and  diverse  economy,  and  prominent  educational 
institutions.  As  a  regional  employment  center,  San  Francisco  attracts  people  who  want  to  live  close  to 
where  they  work.  These  factors  continue  to  support  strong  housing  demands  in  the  City.  New  housing  to 
relieve  the  market  pressure  created  by  the  strong  demand  is  particularly  difficult  to  provide  in 
San  Francisco  because  the  amount  of  land  available  for  residential  use  is  limited,  and  because  land  and 
development  costs  are  high. 

An  estimated  311,400  households  existed  in  San  Francisco  in  1995.  By  2015,  San  Francisco  households 
are  expected  to  increase  by  32,200  households,  a  10  percent  increase.^  Using  (the  proposed)  update  of  the 
Office  of  Affordable  Housing  Production  Program  methodology,  the  project  would  create  a  demand  for 
about  10  new  dwelling  units,  or  less  than  1%  of  projected  growth  by  2015.  Demand  would  be  less  if  a 
greater  than  usual  percentage  of  new  employees  are  already  employed  and  living  locally.  In  view  of  the 
above,  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  effects  related  to  population  and  housing. 


4  Based  on  a  standard  multiplier  of  276  gsf  per  general  office  employee,  and  350  gsf  per  quality  sit-down  restaurant  and  bar 
employee  per  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review, 
October,  2002. 

5  Based  on  a  development  program  for  all  uses,  prepared  by  Mr.  Clive  Jones,  economic  consultant  for  the  project  sponsor  the 
San  Francisco  Museum  and  Historical  Society,  2003. 

6  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  San  Francisco  Cumulative  Growth  Scenario:  Final 
Technical  Memorandum,  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  March  30,  1998.1. 
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4)     Transportation/Circulation  -  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

(a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial 
in  relation  to  the  existing  traffic  load  .and 

capacity  of  the  street  system?    X  X 

(b)  Interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems, 
causing  substantial  alterations  to  circulation 

patterns  or  major  traffic  hazards?    X  X 

(c)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand 
which  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  or 

proposed  transit  capacity?    X  X 

(d)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking  demand 
which  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing 

parking  facilities?    X  X 


Traffic 

A  transportation  study  was  prepared  for  the  proposed  project  by  CHS  Consulting  Group7 

Six  intersections  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  were  analyzed  for  weekday  PM  peak  hour  conditions 
for  Existing,  Existing  Plus  Project  (assuming  implementation  of  the  project).  Notification  of  Project 
Receiving  Environmental  Review  was  mailed  on  August  25,  2004  to  property  owners  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  project  and  owners  and  occupants  of  properties  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Concerns  expressed 
include  unmet  project  parking  demand,  the  ratio  of  required  parking  to  residences,  traffic  congestion- 
related  public  safety  concerns,  sewer  backups  during  storms,  and  potential  social  impacts  associated  with 
SROs),  and  2020  Cumulative  (assuming  implementation  of  the  project  and  other  citywide  growth) 
scenarios.  Analysis  intersections  included  the  signalized  intersections  of  Market  Street/Fifth  Street, 
Mission  Street/Fifth  Street,  Howard  Street/Fifth  Street,  Market  Street/Fourth  Street,  Mission  Street/Fourth 
Street,  and  Mission  Street/Sixth  Street,  hitersection  volumes  for  the  all  intersections  except  Howard 
Street/Fifth  Street  intersection  were  obtained  from  the  Mid-Market  and  South-of -Market  Redevelopment 
Area  Transportation  Study,  dated  September  16,  2002.  Howard  Street/Fifth  Street  intersection  turning 
movement  counts  were  obtained  from  the  California  Academy  of  Science  Transition  Project 
Transportation  Study  (Academy  of  Science)  Report  dated  May  2003  (Case  No.  1999.583!). 

Traffic  operating  characteristics  of  intersections  are  described  by  the  concept  of  level  of  service  (LOS). 
LOS  is  a  qualitative  description  of  an  intersection's  performance  based  on  the  average  delay  per  vehicle. 
Intersection  LOS  ranges  from  A,  which  indicates  free  flow  or  excellent  conditions  with  short  delays,  to  F, 


7  CHS  Consulting  Group,  SF  Mint  Project  Transportation  Study  Final  Report,  June  25,  2004. 
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which  indicates  congested  or  overloaded  conditions  with  extremely  long  delays.  LOS  A,  B,  C,  and  D  are 
considered  excellent  to  satisfactory  service  levels,  while  LOS  E  and  LOS  F  are  unacceptable. 

All  six  of  the  study  intersections  currently  operate  at  an  acceptable  LOS  of  D  or  better. 

For  the  Existing  Plus  Project  scenario,  vehicle-trips  were  estimated  based  on  the  trip  generation  rates  and 
mode  split  data  in  the  Planning  Department's  2002  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Review  {SF  Guidelines).  The  project  site  lies  within  P  district,  however,  for  purposes  of 
this  project,  since  it  is  located  amidst  mostly  downtown  commercial  zoning  districts  and  similar  uses,  the 
trip  distribution  was  based  on  data  from  the  SF  Guidelines  for  the  C-3  district.  For  the  Future  Year  2020 
scenario,  growth  rates  were  derived  from  intersection  analyses  contained  in  the  Mid-South  Market 
Report.^ 

Trip  generation  for  the  proposed  project  was  calculated  based  on  the  proposed  square  footage  for  each 
land  use.  Restaurant  person-trips  were  estimated  based  on  the  trip  generation  rates  of  "Quality 
Restaurant"  obtained  from  the  SF  Guidelines.  Historical  Museum  trip  generation  rate  was  based  on  the 
survey  of  the  Museum  of  Modem  Arts  conducted  for  the  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Modem  Art  Parking 
Garage.'  The  office  component  of  this  project  would  be  the  San  Francisco  Convention  Visitor 
Information  Center  whichCenter,  which  would  be  relocated  from  the  existing  visitor  center  in  Hallidie 
Plaza.  Counts  were  conducted  during  the  PM  peak  hour  at  the  existing  visitor  center  to  determine  the  trip 
generation  for  this  land  use.  It  is  assumed  that  all  trips  to  the  Visitor  Center  would  be  walk  trips  due  to 
the  proximity  of  the  existing  Visitor  Center. 

The  revised  project  description  (March  2005)  results  in  lower  gsf  than  that  analyzed  in  the  June  25,  2004 
Transportation  Study,  therefore,  the  transportation  analysis  presents  a  more  conservative  scenario  than  is 
likely  to  occur  with  the  project  as  revised.  The  proposed  project  is  expected  to  generate  approximately 
3,452  total  daily  person-trips  and  500  PM  peak  hour  person-trips.  The  proposed  project  would  generate 
approximately  80  weekday  PM  peak  hour  vehicle-trips,  of  which  32  would  be  inbound  to  the  site  and  48 
outbound.  Since  the  project  site  does  not  currently  provide  any  parking  spaces  and  none  are  proposed,  all 
vehicles  would  use  nearby  parking  facilities.  For  the  purposes  of  the  transportation  study,  all  trips  were 
distributed  to  and  from  the  Fifth  Street/Mission  garage  as  it  is  the  closest  to  the  project  site  and  is 
expected  to  have  spaces  available  to  accommodate  additional  demand  generated  by  the  proposed  project. 


8  Mid-Market  and  South-of- Market  Redevelopment  Area  Transportation  Study  (Mid-South  Market  Report)  dated  September  16, 

2002. 

9  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Modern  Art  Parking  Garage  Transportation  Study  (MOMA)  Report,  May  1998  (Case  No. 

1997.309!) 
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An  impact  on  a  signalized  intersection  is  considered  significant  when  project-related  traffic  causes  the 
intersection  LOS  to  deteriorate  from  LOS  D  or  better  to  LOS  E  or  F,  or  from  LOS  E  to  F.  A  project  may 
result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  at  intersections  that  operate  under  LOS  E  or  F  under  existing 
conditions,  depending  on  the  magnitude  of  the  project's  contribution  to  the  worsening  of  the  average 
delay  per  vehicle.  A  project  would  also  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  if  it  caused  major  traffic 
hazards  or  contributed  considerably  to  cumulative  traffic  increases,  causing  levels  of  service  to  deteriorate 
to  unacceptable  levels. 

Under  the  Existing  Plus  Project  conditions,  all  of  the  study  intersections  that  currently  operate  at  LOS  D 
or  better  would  continue  operating  at  LOS  D  or  better  with  no  significant  changes  to  delays.  Thus,  the 
proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  project-specific  significant  impact  to  traffic. 

Future  Cumulative  conditions  were  based  on  growth  rates  derived  from  the  Mid-South  Market  Report. 
Existing  traffic  volumes  taken  from  Academy  of  Science  Report  were  adjusted  with  the  growth  rates  from 
the  Mid-South  Market  Report  to  derive  the  Future  Cumulative  volumes. 

Under  the  Future  Cumulative  conditions,  three  of  the  study  intersections  currently  operating  at  LOS  D  or 
better  would  continue  operating  at  LOS  D  or  better  with  no  significant  changes  to  the  delays  at  any  of  the 
intersections.  The  intersections  of  Mission  Street/Fifth  Street  and  Mission  Street/Fourth  Street  would 
deteriorate  from  LOS  C  to  unacceptable  LOS  E.  The  intersection  of  Howard  Street/Fifth  Street  would 
deteriorate  from  LOS  D  to  unacceptable  LOS  F.  To  ascertain  the  significance  of  the  proposed  project's 
impacts  on  future  traffic  volumes  at  these  intersections,  the  proposed  project's  contribution  was  compared 
to  the  entire  intersection.  The  proposed  project  would  contribute  less  than  5  percent  to  the  growth  in 
traffic  volumes  at  the  intersection  of  Mission/Fifth  Street  and  Mission/Fourth  Street.  Therefore,  the 
project  would  not  have  a  significant  traffic  impact  at  these  two  intersections. 

At  the  intersection  of  Howard  Street/Fifth  Street,  anticipated  background  traffic  growth  would  cause  LOS 
at  this  intersection  to  deteriorate  to  LOS  of  F  under  the  2020  cumulative  conditions.  The  project' s  share 
of  future  traffic  growth  at  this  intersection  would  be  6.7  percent.  For  the  traffic  movements  that 
determine  the  overall  LOS  performance  at  this  intersection,  the  project  would  generally  add  traffic  to 
movements  that  would  continue  to  operate  acceptably.  The  project  would  add  no  vehicles  to  the 
intersection  southbound  critical  movement  that  would  operate  poorly  for  the  2020  cumulative  conditions. 
For  the  southbound  through  traffic  on  Fifth  Street,  the  project's  contributions  would  be  zero  percent. 
Therefore,  project  traffic  would  not  represent  a  considerable  contribution  to  2020  cumulative  traffic 
conditions,  and  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  traffic  impact  under  cumulative  conditions. 
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Jessie  Street  Closure 


As  part  of  the  proposed  project,  a  portion  of  Jessie  Street  would  be  closed  to  vehicular  traffic  between 
Mint  Street  and  Fifth  Street  for  outdoor  restaurant  and  cafe  seating.  This  section  of  the  street  is  currently 
one-way  in  the  eastbound  direction  carrying  96  vehicles  during  the  PM  peak  hour  and  80  vehicles  during 
midday  based  on  traffic  counts  conducted  on  Tuesday,  March  19,  2004.  Jessie  Street  is  primarily  used  for 
access  to  on-street  parking,  local  access,  and  cut-through  traffic  from  Mission  to  Fifth  Street.  Currently, 
40  percent  of  traffic  using  Jessie  Street  east  of  Mint  Street  comes  from  Jessie  Street  and  60  percent  comes 
from  Mission  Street.  During  field  visits  it  was  noted  that  a  majority  of  this  traffic  enters  Mint  Street  and 
Jessie  Street  to  search  for  parking.  The  proposed  Jessie  Street  closure  would  not  affect  these  vehicles,  as 
they  will  still  access  this  area,  and  if  parking  were  not  available,  they  would  turn  around  on  Mint  Street. 
Cut-through  traffic  using  Jessie  Street  to  access  Fifth  Street  from  Mission  Street  (approximately  58 
vehicles  during  PM  peak  hour  and  48  vehicles  during  midday)  would  be  diverted  to  Folsom  Street  for 
eastbound  and  Howard  Street  for  westbound  movement,  depending  on  their  origin  and  destination.  It  is 
possible  that  some  of  the  cut-through  traffic  may  use  other  minor  streets  like  Stevenson  Street,  Minna 
Street,  and  Natoma  Street.  Overall,  the  closure  of  Jessie  Street  would  cause  a  minor  reduction  of  traffic 
on  Mission  Street,  but  would  cause  a  slight  increase  in  traffic  volumes  on  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets. 
No  significant  impacts  resulting  in  the  closure  of  Jessie  Street  are  anticipated  on  these  streets. 

The  proposed  Jessie  Street  closure  would  affect  the  functionality  of  Mint  Street.  Currently,  Mint  Street 
provides  passenger  vehicles  and  truck  access  to  the  local  buildings  and  commercial  uses  on  Jessie/Mint 
Streets.  The  east  side  of  Mint  Street  is  designated  as  a  bus-parking  zone  and  several  bus  carriers  use  this 
area  for  passenger  loading  and  layover.  During  field  visits,  school  buses,  AMTRAK  buses,  and  other 
tourist  buses  were  observed  to  be  using  this  space  for  layover.  Currently,  these  buses  enter  Mint  Street 
from  Mission  Street  and  after  a  period  of  layover,  they  use  Jessie  Street  to  exit  onto  Fifth  Street.  The 
proposed  Jessie  Street  closure  would  restrict  this  movement. 

The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  restrict  the  existing  tour  bus  parking/layover  zone  on  Mint  Street  to  a 
Tour  Bus  Loading  Zone  for  the  Museum  use  only,  with  a  10-minute  time  limit  during  the  hours  of 
Museum  operations.  The  project  sponsor  would  provide  a  6-foot-wide  sidewalk  for  bus  passengers  to  be 
able  to  access  the  Mission  Street  sidewalk.  Buses  accessing  Mint  Street  for  drop-off  would  need  to  make 
a  U-tum  on  Mint  Street  and  no  layover  would  be  allowed,  beyond  the  ten  minutes.  Visitors  would  be 
dropped  off  behind  the  building  and  then  buses  would  make  a  U-tum  to  exit  onto  Mission  Street.  This 
proposed  modification  on  Mint  Street  would  provide  a  total  of  20  parking  spaces  (1  space  more  than 
existing).  Buses  would  require  a  three-point  turn  to  make  a  U-tum  on  Mint  Street.  It  is  not  expected  that 
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there  would  be  frequent  tour  buses  bringing  in  visitors  to  the  Historical  Museum.  Some  of  these  tour 
buses,  for  convenience  purposes,  may  use  the  MUNI's  bus  zones  on  Fifth  and  Mission  Streets  for 
passenger  loading/unloading  activities  or  layover.  This  activity  would  cause  disruptions  to  transit 
operations.  In  order  to  restrict  access  on  Mint  Street,  Improvement  Measure  1  has  been  included  in  this 
Initial  Study  on  page  ^53. 

All  buses  delivering  and  picking  up  museum  patrons  would  need  to  be  accommodated  on  Mint  Street. 
The  east  side  of  Mint  Street  would  be  signed,  'TOUR  BUS  LOADING  -  10  MINUTE  TIME  LIMIT  8 
AM  -  6  PM  EVERYDAY".  Based  on  the  discussions  with  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic,  there  are  several  lots  in  the  South-of-Market  area  (e.g.,  on  Pier  30,  and  on  the  west  side  of  Terry 
A.  Francois  Boulevard  across  the  street  from  Piers  48  and  50  on  non-game  days  at  SBC  Park)  that  would 
accommodate  tour  buses  for  layover.  Tour  buses  may  also  park  on  any  city  street  where  they  are  not 
specifically  prohibited  by  signs.  Private  buses  are  not  allowed  to  park  at  Transbay  Terminal. 

Based  on  several  field  visits,  approximately  two  buses  were  observed  parking  on  Mint  Street  at  any  given 
time.  These  buses  were  using  this  location  for  layover.  Restriction  on  Mint  Street  for  active 
loading/unloading  only  would  disallow  buses  to  park  on  this  street.  Historical  Museum-related  buses 
would  also  not  be  able  to  layover  on  Mint  Street.  While  it  is  not  anticipated  that  the  Historical  Museum 
would  generate  a  significant  amount  of  bus  traffic  on  a  daily  basis,  these  buses  would  require  space  for 
layover.  In  addition,  the  new  relocation  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences  building  on  Howard  Street  close  to 
the  project  site  increases  the  need  for  bus  layover  in  this  area.  All  three  activities  described  above  would 
potentially  cause  additional  bus  layover  needs  in  the  area. 

Tour  bus  parking  has  been  a  long  time  problem  in  San  Francisco  downtown.  The  current  arrangement  at 
Pier  30/32  is  temporary  until  the  proposed  cruise  terminal  development  occurs.  In  order  to  reduce 
potential  tour  bus  double  parking  and  illegal  tour  bus  parking  impacts  in  downtown,  Improvement 
Measure  2  has  been  included  in  this  Initial  Study  on  page  &^  53. 

Transit 

The  proposed  project  is  located  within  walking  distance  two  major  transit  service  corridors:  the  Market 
Street  transportation  corridor  (about  one  block  from  the  project),  where  MUNI,  MUNI  Metro,  and  BART 
all  provide  service;  and  the  Mission  Street  transit  corridor  (adjacent  to  the  project).  The  study  area  is 
served  by  many  MUNI  transit  routes,  including:  5  -  Fulton,  6  -  Parnassus,  7  -  Haight,  9  -  San  Bruno,  9X  - 
San  Bruno  Express,  9AX  -  San  Bruno  'A'  Express,  9BX  -  San  Bruno  'B'  Express,  14  -  Mission,  I4L  - 
Mission  Limited,  14X  -  Mission  Express,  16AX,  16BX  -  Noriega  'A'  Express  and  'B'  Express,  21  - 
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Hayes,  26  -  Valencia,  27  -  Bryant,  30  -  Stockton,  31  -  Balboa,  38  -  Geary,  38L  -  Geary  Limited,  45  - 
Union-Stockton,  66  -  Quintara,  71,  71L  -  Haight-Noriega,  Haight-Noriega  Limited,  76  -  Marin 
Headlands,  Metro  Line  F-Market,  Metro  Line  J-Church,  Metro  Line  K-Ingleside,  Metro  Line  L-Taraval, 
Metro  Line  M-Ocean  View,  Metro  Line  N-Judah,  Metro  Line  S-Castro-Embarcadero  Shuttle. 

The  project  area  is  also  served  by  regional  carriers  BART,  the  Peninsula  Commute  Service  (Caltrain),  the 
San  Mateo  County  Transit  District  (SamTrans),  Alameda  County  Transit  (AC  Transit),  and  Golden  Gate 
Transit. 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  approximately  105  weekday  PM  peak-hour  transit  trips.  Of  the  105 
transit  trips,  36  would  be  inbound  and  69  would  be  outbound.  There  is  generally  ample  capacity  in  the 
inbound  direction  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  Of  the  outbound  trips,  29  trips  would  use  the  regional 
carriers  and  40  trips  would  be  using  local  carriers.  MUNI  Screenline  Analysis  for  the  project  found  that, 
with  the  estimated  increase  in  transit  ridership,  there  is  available  capacity  on  MUNI  to  accommodate  the 
additional  transit  trips  in  all  corridors. 

Transit  trips  bound  for  the  East  Bay,  North  Bay,  South  Bay,  and  other  areas  were  assigned  to  regional 
transit  screenlines.  The  screenline  analysis  for  regional  transit  providers  shows  that  there  is  available 
capacity  to  accommodate  the  additional  transit  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project,  except  for  BART 
to  the  East  Bay.  Ridership  of  BART  to  the  East  Bay  runs  over  capacity  with  existing  conditions.  The 
proposed  project  would  add  29  new  trips  to  regional  carriers  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  The  increase  in 
ridership  would  not  be  significant  as  it  gets  distributed  to  different  transit  facilities.  Overall,  the  impact 
on  regional  transit  would  not  be  significant. 

The  MUNI  #26  bus  line  currently  uses  Mint  and  Jessie  Streets  for  access  and  uses  the  south  side  of  Jessie 
Street  as  a  layover  area.  Closure  of  Jessie  Street  would  necessitate  changes  in  route  as  well  as  the  layover 
location  for  MUNI  #26.  MUNI  #26  currently  uses  Market  Street,  Eighth  Street,  Mint  Street,  and  Jessie 
Street  in  the  eastbound  direction  and  then  Mission  Street  in  the  westbound  direction.  It  is  scheduled  to 
run  every  15  minutes  during  the  peak  period  (4  buses  per  hour)  and  20  minutes  during  midday  (3  buses 
per  hour).  To  reduce  potential  conflicts  with  MUNI  operations  due  to  the  closure  of  Jessie  Street, 
Improvement  Measure  2  is  included  on  page  §-t_53. 

The  curb  distance  between  Jessie  and  Mission  Streets  on  Fifth  Street  is  approximately  210  feet  and  is 
marked  as  MUNI  #27  bus  stop.  MUNI  #27  is  scheduled  to  run  every  10  minutes  during  the  peak  period 
(6  buses  per  hour)  and  12  minutes  during  midday  (5  buses  per  hour).  The  210  feet  distance  is  sufficient  to 
accommodate  both  the  proposed  MUNI  #26  layover,  the  existing  MUNI  #27  stop,  and  space  for 
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passenger  drop-offs.  The  project  sponsor  proposes  that  160  feet  of  the  210  feet  be  retained  for  the  MUNI 
bus  stop/layover  and  the  remaining  50  feet  plus  the  width  of  Jessie  Street  be  allowed  for  auto  passenger 
drop-off  activities.  According  to  the  MUNI  schedule,  there  would  be  10  MUNI  buses  per  hour  (both  #26 
and  #27)  needing  to  stop  at  this  location.  In  the  worst-case  situation,  there  would  be  two  MUNI  #26 
buses  parked  at  the  curb  for  layover,  a  MUNI  #27  bus  arriving  at  the  same  time,  and  a  fully  occupied 
passenger  drop-off  area.  In  this  case,  the  160-foot-long  bus-zone  would  not  be  sufficient  to  accommodate 
MUNI  buses,  and  a  lane  of  traffic  may  be  blocked  due  to  double-parking.  This  worst-case  situation 
would  rarely  occur.  It  is  also  not  anticipated  that  the  Historical  Museum  would  attract  significant  number 
of  vehicles  needing  passenger  drop-off  activities,  except  when  there  is  a  special  event.  The  curb  length 
designated  for  passenger  drop-off  functions  could  potentially  be  available  for  MUNI  bus  maneuvering. 
Some  of  these  tour  buses,  for  convenience  purposes,  may  inappropriately  use  the  MUNI's  bus  zones  on 
Fifth  and  Mission  Streets  for  passenger  loading/unloading  activities  or  layover.  This  activity  would  cause 
disruptions  to  transit  operations. 

To  determine  the  future  cumulative  transit  conditions,  a  screenline  analysis  was  conducted  based  on  data 
from  the  San  Francisco  Transportation  Authority  (SFTA)  model.  Future  transit  capacities  for  MUNI  were 
obtained  from  data  in  their  current  Short-Range  Transit  Plan  and  fleet  plans.  Future  capacities  for 
regional  carriers  were  obtained  directly  from  each  transit  operator.  It  should  be  noted  that  MUNI  and  the 
regional  carriers  are  studying  additional  improvements  to  service  (e.g.,  the  Central  Subway  project)  that 
could  potentially  increase  the  capacity  of  transit  in  the  future. 

Between  existing  and  2020  cumulative  conditions,  ridership  demand  for  the  four  MUNI  screenlines  is 
projected  to  increase  by  19  percent  and  capacity  only  by  14  percent.  These  future  conditions  translate  to 
future  ridership  approaching  capacity  at  all  screenlines. 

The  proposed  project  would  contribute  approximately  1  percent  to  the  growth  in  demand  in  all  of  the 
MUNI  screenlines.  The  contributions  to  all  the  corridors  would  be  extremely  small.  The  proposed 
project's  contributions  to  growth  in  transit  demand  would  not  be  considerable  and  would  not  constitute  a 
significant  impact  on  MUNI  operations. 

Parking 

In  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  metered  on-street  parking  is  available  on  Jessie  Street  and 
Mint  Street.  The  west  side  of  Mint  Street  has  ten  30-minute  metered  parking  spaces  and  the  north  side  of 
Jessie  Street  between  Mint  Street  and  Fifth  Street  has  five  metered  parking  spaces  for  cars  and  8  parking 
spaces  for  motorcycles.  There  are  also  four  yellow  zone  parking  spaces  on  the  west  side  of  Mint  Street. 
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No  car  parking  is  allowed  on  the  east  side  of  Mint  Street,  which  is  used  by  buses  for  layover  and 
passenger  pick-up. 

There  are  15  public  off-street  parking  facilities  in  the  study  area  (within  about  1,000  feet  from  the  site) 
with  a  total  of  3,882  spaces.  During  the  weekday  midday  peak  period,  off-street  parking  facilities  in  the 
study  area  operate  at  a  75  percent  occupancy  level,  or  slightly  less  than  the  effective  capacity.  A  parking 
facility  is  considered  to  be  effectively  full  when  it  reaches  85  percent  occupancy  level.  When  occupancy 
levels  exceed  85  percent,  drivers  often  need  to  circle  around  the  facility  in  order  to  find  a  parking  space, 
even  though  there  are  spaces  available. 

Parking  facilities  south  of  Market  Street  operate  with  slightly  more  available  capacity  (74  percent 
occupancy)  than  facilities  north  of  Market  Street  (79  percent  occupancy).  It  is  expected  that  people 
would  find  a  parking  space  in  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking  Garage,  which  is  right  across  the  project  site 
with  the  shortest  walking  distance.  The  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking  Garage  data'°  shows  that  the  annual 
average  occupancy  rate  during  the  weekday  midday  peak  period  is  approximately  72  percent.  The 
monthly  average  peak  hour  occupancy  varied  from  a  maximum  to  85.8  percent  to  a  minimum  of  62.6 
percent.  The  demand  was  extremely  high  (as  high  as  100%  occupancy)  during  the  holiday  shopping 
season  (Thanksgiving  until  just  after  Christmas)  and  on  days  with  special  events  in  the  nearby  area.  The 
occupancy  of  this  garage  during  the  peak  period  was  over  90  percent  on  73  days  and  over  85  percent  on 
90  days  during  the  period  from  September  2000  to  August  2001.  Apart  from  the  days  of  special  events, 
there  are  parking  spaces  available  for  use  especially  during  PM  peak  hour.  Based  on  the  annual  average, 
there  would  be  an  average  of  approximately  700  spaces  available  for  parking  during  the  midday  peak 
period  at  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking  Garage  facility. 

The  Emporium  Site  development  project"  would  increase  the  occupancy  of  the  parking  facilities  in  the 
vicinity  to  approximately  95  percent.  However,  access  to  the  parking  facility  is  based  only  on  a  first- 
come-first-served  basis  and  if  space  were  unavailable  at  any  point  of  time  it  would  divert  cars  to  other 
nearby  parking  lots.  It  is  acknowledged  that  when  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage  is  close  to  capacity  there 
are  long  queues  that  form  on  Mission  Street,  Fifth  Street  and  Howard  Street  with  vehicles  trying  to  access 
the  garage.  Overflow  of  traffic  onto  surrounding  streets  would  hamper  flow  of  local  traffic  and  transit. 

The  parking  demand  analysis  was  performed  based  on  the  methodology  outlined  in  the  SF  Guidelines. 
Peak  parking  demand  was  calculated  for  each  land  use.  Long-term  parking  demand  is  generally  defined 

10  Fifth  and  Mission  Paricing  Garage  data  obtained  from  Downtown  Parking  Corporation,  September  28,  2001 

1 1  Yerba  Buena  Redevelopment  Project  Area  Expansion/Emporium  Site  Development  Supplemental  to  Draft  EIR,  August  24, 
1999. 
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as  the  employee  parking,  while  short-term  parking  demand  is  associated  with  visitor  and  patron  parking. 
A  turnover  rate  of  5.5  was  used  for  short-term  parking  demand  estimates 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  an  estimated  total  parking  demand  of  76  spaces  (29  long-term  and 
47  short-term).  Of  the  total  parking  demand,  30  spaces  would  be  generated  by  restaurant  and  bar  use  and 
the  remaining  46  spaces  would  be  for  the  museum  use  and  retail  uses.  Parking  demand  rate  of  0.55 
spaces  per  1,000  gsf  of  museum  was  used  to  calculate  the  parking  demand  based  on  the  survey  of  the 
Museum  of  Modem  Arts  conducted  for  the  MOMA  Report. 

Based  on  the  SF  Planning  Code  161(c)  requirements  for  developments  in  the  C-3  district,  the  proposed 
project  would  not  be  required  to  provide  any  parking  spaces  for  the  restaurant,  bar,  museum,  gift  shops 
and  office  uses.  The  proposed  project  would  not  provide  any  off-street  parking  spaces. 

The  parking  demand  for  this  project  would  be  76  spaces  and,  therefore,  would  cause  a  deficit  of  76 
spaces.  The  unmet  demand  could  be  accommodated  in  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking  Garage.  It  is 
expected  that  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking  Garage  would  have  sufficient  number  of  spaces  to  accommodate 
the  parking  demand  from  this  project. 

Closure  of  Jessie  Street  would  result  in  a  loss  of  five  on-street  parking  spaces  and  eight  motorcycle 
parking  spaces.  These  five  lost  vehicular  spaces  can  be  compensated  with  six  more  spaces  on  Mint  Street 
if  the  existing  parallel  parking  spaces  were  converted  to  90-degree  parking.  The  existing  curb-to-curb 
distance  on  Mint  Street  is  56  feet  and  would  be  sufficient  to  accommodate  90-degree  parking  on  the  west 
side  of  the  street.  Eight  motorcycle  spaces  would  be  lost.  Improvement  Measure  3  is  included  on  page 
^54- 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  does  not  consider  parking  supply  as  part  of  the  permanent  physical 
environment.  Parking  conditions  are  not  static,  as  parking  supply  and  demand  varies  from  day  to  day, 
from  day  to  night,  from  month  to  month,  etc.  Hence,  the  availability  of  parking  spaces  (or  lack  thereof)  is 
not  a  permanent  physical  condition,  but  changes  over  time  as  people  change  their  modes  and  patterns  of 
travel. 

Parking  deficits  are  considered  to  be  social  effects,  rather  than  impacts  on  the  physical  environment  as 
defined  by  CEQA.  Under  CEQA,  a  project's  social  impacts  need  not  be  treated  as  significant  impacts  on 
the  environment.  Environmental  documents  should,  however,  address  the  secondary  physical  impacts 
that  could  be  triggered  by  a  social  impact  (CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15131(a)).  The  social 
inconvenience  of  parking  deficits,  such  as  having  to  hunt  for  scarce  parking  spaces,  is  not  an 
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environmental  impact,  but  there  may  be  secondary  physical  environmental  impacts,  such  as  increased 
traffic  congestion  at  intersections,  air  quality  impacts,  safety  impacts,  or  noise  impacts  caused  by 
congestion.  In  the  experience  of  San  Francisco  transportation  planners,  however,  the  absence  of  a  ready 
supply  of  parking  spaces,  combined  with  available  alternatives  to  auto  travel  (e.g.,  transit  service,  taxis, 
bicycles,  or  travel  by  foot)  and  a  relatively  dense  pattern  of  urban  development,  induces  many  drivers  to 
seek  and  find  alternative  parking  facilities,  shift  to  other  modes  of  travel,  or  change  their  overall  travel 
habits.  Any  such  resulting  shifts  to  transit  service  in  particular  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  City's 
'Transit  First"  policy.  The  City's  Transit  First  Policy  established  in  the  City's  Charter  Section  16.102 
provides  that  "parking  policies  for  areas  well  served  by  public  transit  shall  be  designed  to  encourage 
travel  by  public  transportation  and  alternative  transportation." 

The  transportation  analysis  accounts  for  potential  secondary  effects,  such  as  cars  circling  and  looking  for 
a  parking  space  in  areas  of  limited  parking  supply,  by  assuming  that  all  drivers  would  attempt  to  find 
parking  at  or  near  the  project  site  and  then  seek  parking  farther  away  if  convenient  parking  is  unavailable. 
Moreover,  the  secondary  effects  of  drivers  searching  for  parking  is  typically  offset  by  a  reduction  in 
vehicle  trips  due  to  others  who  are  aware  of  constrained  parking  conditions  in  a  given  area.  Hence,  any 
secondary  environmental  impacts  which  may  result  from  a  shortfall  in  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
proposed  project  would  be  minor,  and  the  traffic  assignments  used  in  the  transportation  analysis,  as  well 
as  in  the  associated  air  quality,  noise,  and  pedestrian  safety  analyses,  reasonably  addresses  potential 
secondary  effects. 

Loading 

Loading  requirements  for  the  proposed  project  were  calculated  based  on  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Code,  Section  152.1  and  153(1)  (see  Appendix  H).  Based  on  the  Planning  Code,  the  proposed  project 
would  be  required  to  provide  no  off-street  loading  spaces. 

Loading  demand  was  calculated  based  on  the  methodology  and  assumptions  stated  in  the  SF  Guidelines. 
The  proposed  project  would  generate  a  total  of  40  daily  truck  trips,  which  equals  a  demand  for 
approximately  2.29  peak  hour  loading  spaces  and  1.84  average  hour  loading  spaces.  The  proposed 
project  would  provide  two  off-street  loading  spaces  and  thus  would  satisfy  the  average  demand.  It  is 
expected  that  loading  and  unloading  activities  for  a  historical  museum  and  gift  shops  would  be  minimal, 
once  it  has  been  set  up.  The  rates  used  for  calculating  the  loading  demand  are  based  on  "Institutional" 
use,  which  would  have  a  higher  demand  compared  to  a  historical  museum.  The  peak  demand  from  the 
restaurant  and  bar  use  is  1.77  spaces  and  it  is  expected  that  the  peak  time  of  deliveries  for  the  restaurant 
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would  be  different  from  the  other  uses.  It  is  expected  that  the  supply  of  two  loading  spaces  would  be  able 
to  handle  the  peak  demands  from  separate  uses. 

Trucks  servicing  the  project  site  would  use  the  off-street  loading  spaces  off  Mint  Street.  Trucks  entering 
these  areas  would  require  reversing  back  into  the  loading  docks.  Drivers  may  require  two  or  more 
maneuvers  to  be  able  to  access  the  loading  docks  depending  on  the  truck  length.  The  loading  space  on  the 
north  side  of  the  building  would  be  accessed  off  Mint  Street  and  there  would  be  sufficient  maneuvering 
space  on  Mint  Street  to  accommodate  it.  However,  the  space  on  the  south  side  of  the  building  would 
require  maneuvering  from  Mission  Street,  thus  causing  temporary  blockage  of  traffic  movement  on 
Mission  Street  as  well  as  potential  conflict  with  buses  maneuvering  into  the  designed  active  bus 
loading/unloading  only  zone.  Spaces  for  the  garbage  truck  are  at  the  same  location  and  thus  may  conflict 
with  other  loading  operations.  The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  the  design  for  loading  dock  and 
accessibility  is  still  ongoing  and  has  not  been  completed.  Truck  loading  operations  for  other  businesses 
on  Mint  Street  would  not  be  affected  by  this  project. 

Pedestrian  Conditions 

Market  Street  generally  has  high  pedestrian  volumes  compared  to  the  other  streets  in  the  area  due  to  the 
greater  concentration  of  commercial  uses,  the  BART  station  entrances  and  MUNI  surface  transit  stops. 
Due  to  heavy  traffic  turning  volumes  and  the  presence  of  large  number  of  pedestrians,  substantial 
conflicts  exist  between  pedestrians  and  vehicles  at  the  crosswalks  at  the  Fifth  Street/Mission  Street  and 
Fifth  Street/Market  Street  intersections. 

During  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  the  proposed  project  would  generate  approximately  419  new  person 
trips.  It  is  assumed  that  all  trips  would  have  some  pedestrian  activities  on  surrounding  sidewalks  and 
crosswalks,  as  the  proposed  project  does  not  provide  any  off-street  parking.  The  main  pedestrian  entrance 
for  the  museum  and  the  visitor  center  would  be  from  the  Fifth  Street.  The  restaurant  could  be  accessed 
from  the  main  entrance  on  Fifth  Street  and  also  directly  from  the  Mission  Street.  Both  Fifth  Street  and 
Mi  ssion  Street  have  very  wide  sidewalks  and  would  be  able  to  accommodate  the  additional  project 
pedestrian  volumes. 

Jessie  Street  closure  would  not  have  any  substantial  potential  impacts  on  pedestrian  activity.  Jessie  Street 
is  proposed  to  be  closed  to  vehicular  traffic  but  would  still  provide  pedestrian  access.  If  a  bus  U-turn  is 
approved  by  the  DPT,  there  could  be  conflicts  with  pedestrians  when  buses  are  making  a  U-turn  on  Mint 
Street.  This  conflict  could  potentially  be  mitigated  by  proper  signage  and  striping  restricting  pedestrians 
to  use  sidewalks  only. 
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Bicycle  Conditions 


The  Official  San  Francisco  Bike  Route  System  includes  the  following  bicycle  routes,  which  are  located  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  project  site:  Route  19  connects  China  Basin  and  the  Caltrain  Depot  with  Market  Street, 
Route  20  connects  the  Civic  Center  with  the  University  of  San  Francisco  (USF)  and  the  Richmond 
District,  Route  30  connects  Downtown  with  Golden  Gate  Park,  and  Route  50  connects  the  Downtown 
with  the  southern  Sunset  District.  There  is  currently  a  proposal  by  the  Bicycle  Coalition  to  add  a  bike 
lane  on  Fifth  Street  for  Route  50. 

Although  no  bicycle  counts  were  conducted,  field  observations  indicated  that  bicycle  volumes  in  the  area 
are  relatively  low  to  moderate  compared  to  pedestrian  and  vehicular  traffic.  Bicycle  traffic  is  heavier  on 
Market  Street  than  the  other  study  area  streets,  especially  for  bike  messengers.  On  sections  of  Market 
Street  where  there  is  no  dedicated  bike  lane,  cyclists  have  to  share  the  right-of-way  with  buses  and  other 
vehicles.  In  stretches  where  lanes  are  narrow,  cyclists  may  have  to  slow  down  to  avoid  buses.  Other 
conflicts  exist  between  vehicles  and  bicycles  in  the  study  area,  especially  when  double  parking  blocks 
existing  bicycle  lanes. 

It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  significant  negative  impact  on  bicycle 
conditions  in  the  study  area.  Most  bicyclists  are  expected  to  continue  to  use  existing  bike  lanes  and  routes 
in  the  study  area. 

Several  issues  may  change  conditions  for  bicyclists  in  the  future.  A  bike  lane  on  the  north  side  of  Howard 
Street  from  Fifth  Street  to  Eleventh  Street  has  recently  been  installed.  A  bike  lane  on  Howard  Street  east 
of  Fifth  Street  is  also  being  studied,  but  has  not  yet  been  approved  by  the  City.  The  proposed  project 
would  not  result  in  any  impacts  on  these  proposed  routes. 

Construction  Impacts 

Potential  short-term  impacts  associated  with  construction  activities  are  not  considered  significant,  as  they 
are  temporary  and  of  short-term  duration.  The  proposed  construction  periods  are  as  follows: 

Months  1  to  6,  Framing/Seismic  Upgrade:  During  this  period,  the  building  would  be  framed  for  seismic 
upgrade.  There  would  be  approximately  5  to  10  truck  trips  per  day  traveling  to  and  from  the  site  with 
approximately  25  to  30  workers.  Equipment  and  materials  would  be  stored  both  onsite  and  offsite. 

Months  9  to  13,  Demolition:  A  4,000-square-foot  exterior  courtyard  would  be  demolished  and  a  new 
skylight  would  be  built  to  cover  the  courtyard.  Approximately  6,000  cubic  yards  of  material  would  be 
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removed  from  the  site.  There  would  be  at  maximum  10  to  30  trucks  with  25  to  35  workers  going  to  the 
site  each  day.  Equipment  and  materials  would  be  stored  both  onsite  and  offsite. 

Months  3  to  28,  Interior:  Building  the  interior  would  be  a  continuous  effort  for  the  proposed  project. 
This  would  involve  interior  renovation  and  finishing  of  the  building's  interior.  During  this  stage 
approximately  5  to  10  trucks  would  travel  to  the  site  a  day  with  approximately  25  to  125  workers. 
Materials  and  equipment  would  be  stored  both  onsite  and  offsite. 

Construction  equipment  would  be  stored  onsite  as  well  as  on  sidewalk  and  street  space.  Materials  would 
usually  be  stored  offsite.  The  project  sponsor  has  not  provided  a  detailed  description  on  how  much 
sidewalk  space  is  needed  during  the  construction  period.  However,  the  project  sponsor's  contractor  has 
indicated  that  full  width  of  sidewalks  on  Mission  Street,  Fifth  Street,  Mint  Street,  and  Jessie  Street  around 
the  perimeter  of  the  building  would  be  required  for  the  approximately  17  months  of  the  project  between 
Month  9  through  Month  26  and  temporary  pedestrian  walkways  (eight  feet)  will  be  provided  on  the 
parking  lanes.  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  typically  does  not  allow  more  than  8  feet  of  street 
space  for  off-street  construction  use.  If  the  proposed  project  requires  wider  street  space,  then  special 
permission  from  the  City  would  be  necessary.  Construction  workers  would  need  to  find  parking  in 
nearby  streets  or  surrounding  public  parking  areas. 

The  information  provided  by  the  project  sponsor's  contractor  would  require  careful  review  and  approval 
by  the  City  because  this  request  may  cause  impacts  on  MUNI  operation  on  Fifth  and  Mission  Streets. 
The  existing  lanes  designated  for  MUNI  services  during  peak  hours  on  Mission  Street  are  17  feet  and  3 
inches  wide.  Blocking  8  feet  of  the  lane  during  construction  would  leave  only  9  feet  and  3  inches  for 
MUNI  buses  and  thus  would  have  impact  on  MUNI  operations.  The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that 
they  would  provide  protected  place  for  passenger  waiting  area  for  the  length  of  the  existing  bus  stop  along 
Mission  Street.  The  City  and  MUNI  would  review  and  provide  permit  for  such  closure  of  traffic  lane 
space  and  MUNI  passenger  loading  area  to  reduce  the  impacts. 

MUNI  route  26  stop  and  layover  on  Jessie  Street  is  proposed  to  remain  on  Jessie  Street.  However,  it  is 
not  possible  to  have  this  stop/layover  location  to  remain  at  the  same  area  and  to  have  the  entire  sidewalk 
closed  for  construction  of  the  SF  Mint  building.  The  contractor  must  keep  an  area  approximately  8  feet  in 
width  and  60  feet  in  length  for  MUNI  passengers  on  Jessie  Street.  This  area  must  have  overhead 
protection  from  construction  activities  above. 

The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  the  bus  stop  relocation  for  MUNI  route  27  on  Fifth  Street  would 
not  be  necessary.  During  construction  they  would  provide  sufficient  space  for  buses  to  maneuver  into  the 
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bus  stop  and  also  provide  adequate  protected  place  for  passengers  to  wait  for  bus.  The  City  and  MUNI 
would  need  to  review  this  option  and  issue  permit  for  such  relocation  of  bus  stop  for  construction 
purpose.  Improvement  Measure  4  has  been  included  on  page  §2  54. 

If  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project  occurs  simultaneously  with  other  projects  in  the  area, 
disruptions  to  traffic  and  transit  operations  could  potentially  occur.  The  contractor  and  project  sponsor 
should  work  with  Department  of  Public  Works,  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  MUNI,  and  the 
project  sponsors  of  the  neighboring  projects  to  coordinate  construction  schedules  so  that  impacts  may  be 
minimized. 

The  project  would  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  traffic,  parking,  transit  and  loading  operations  and 
thus  no  mitigation  measures  are  required  for  the  proposed  project.  However  Transportation  Improvement 
Measures  have  been  included  in  this  Initial  Study  on  pages  §4-  53-54. 

5)     Noise  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise  levels 

for  adjoining  areas?    X  X 

(b)  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation  Standards,  if 

applicable?  __  X   

(c)  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise 

levels?  X  X 


Ambient  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  are  typical  of  noise  levels  on  busy  San  Francisco 
streets,  which  are  dominated  by  vehicular  traffic,  including  trucks,  cars,  MUNI  buses,  and  emergency 
vehicles. 

Traffic  Noise 

Generally,  traffic  must  double  in  volume  to  produce  a  noticeable  increase  in  noise  levels.  Traffic  volumes 
would  not  be  expected  to  double  on  any  streets  as  a  result  of  the  project;  therefore,  substantial  increases  in 
traffic  noise  in  the  project  area  would  not  be  anticipated.  Traffic  noise  therefore  would  not  be  significant. 

Building  Equipment  Noise 

The  proposed  project  would  include  mechanical  equipment,  such  as  air  conditioning  units  and  chillers, 
which  could  produce  operational  noise.  These  operations  would  be  subject  to  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance,  Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code.    Compliance  with  Article  29,  Section  2909, 
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would  minimize  noise  from  building  operations.  Therefore,  effects  related  to  operational  noise  would  not 
be  significant. 

Construction  Noise 

Building  construction  activities  would  temporarily  increase  noise  in  the  site  vicinity.  Construction 
equipment  would  generate  noise  and  possibly  vibrations  that  could  be  considered  an  annoyance  by 
occupants  of  nearby  properties.  To  reduce  any  impacts  associated  with  noise  generated  from  project 
construction,  the  project  would  comply  with  regulations  set  forth  in  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance. 
Impact  tools  (jackhammers,  hoerammers,  impact  wrenches)  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the  Ordinance  prohibits  construction 
work  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.,  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  level  by  five  dBA'^  at  the 
project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works. 

The  construction  period  would  last  approximately  28  months.  Construction  noise  levels  would  fluctuate 
depending  on  construction  phase,  equipment  type  and  duration  of  use,  distance  between  noise  source  and 
listener,  and  presence  or  absence  of  barriers.  Impacts  would  be  limited  to  the  period  during  which  the 
exterior  structural  and  facade  elements  would  be  built.  Interior  renovation  noise  would  be  substantially 
reduced  by  the  exterior  walls. 

In  light  of  the  above,  effects  related  to  construction  noise  would  not  be  significant. 

6)     Air  Ouality/Climate  -  Could  the  project:  Yes  No 

(a)   Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or 
contribute   substantially   to   an   existing  or 
projected  air  quality  violation?  X 
'  (b)  Expose    sensitive    receptors    to  substantial 

pollutant  concentrations?  X 

(c)  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable  odors?  ~X 

(d)  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature  (including 
sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to  substantially  affect 
public  areas,  or  change  the  climate  either  in  the 
community  or  region?  X 


Emissions  from  Operations 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  has  established  thresholds  for  projects 
requiring  its  review  for  potential  air  quality  impacts.  Generally,  for  residential  projects,  the  threshold  is 

1 2  A-weighted  sound  pressure  level  in  decibels. 
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530  units,  and  for  retail  uses  it's  approximately  80,000  square  feet.  These  thresholds  are  based  on  the 
minimum  size  projects  whichprojects  that  the  District  considers  capable  of  producing  air  quality  problems 
due  to  vehicular  emissions.  The  project  would  not  exceed  this  minimum  standard  and  it  involves 
rehabilitating  and  reoccupying  an  existing  building.  Therefore,  no  significant  air  quality  impacts  due  to 
vehicular  emissions  would  be  generated  by  the  proposal. 

Construction  Emissions 

The  soil  movement  for  foundation  excavation  and  site  grading  would  create  the  potential  for  wind-blown 
dust  to  add  to  the  particulate  matter  in  the  local  atmosphere  while  open  soil  is  exposed.  To  the  extent  that 
the  project  would  generate  dust  from  earthmoving  or  demolition,  it  could  cause  a  temporary  increase  in 
particulate  dust  and  other  pollutants.  Heavy  equipment  could  create  fugitive  dust  and  emit  nitrogen 
oxides  (NOx)>  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  hydrocarbons  (HC),  and  particulate  matter 
with  a  diameter  of  less  than  10  microns  (PMio)  as  a  result  of  diesel  fuel  combustion. 

Dust  emission  during  demolition  of  portions  of  the  existing  building  would  increase  particulate 
concentrations  near  the  site.  Dustfall  can  be  expected  at  times  on  surfaces  located  within  200  to  800  feet 
of  the  project  site.  Under  winds  exceeding  12  miles  per  hour,  locahzed  effects  including  human 
discomfort  might  occur  downwind  from  blowing  dust.  Construction  dust  is  composed  primarily  of 
particularly  large  particles  that  settle  out  of  the  atmosphere  more  rapidly  with  increasing  distance  from  the 
source  and  are  easily  filtered  by  human  breathing  passages.  In  general,  construction  dust  would  result  in 
more  of  a  nuisance  than  a  health  hazard  in  the  vicinity  of  construction  activities.  About  one-third  of  the 
dust  generated  by  construction  activities  consists  of  smaller  size  particles  in  the  range  that  can  be  inhaled 
by  humans  (i.e.,  particles  10  microns  or  smaller  in  diameter),  known  as  PM^Q'  although  those  particles 

are  generally  inert.  Persons  with  respiratory  diseases  immediately  downwind  of  the  site,  as  well  as  any 
unprotected  electronics  equipment,  could  be  sensitive  to  this  dust. 

The  BAAQMD,  in  its  CEQA  Guidelines,  has  identified  a  set  of  feasible  PMio  control  measures  for 
construction  activities  that  would  be  included  as  project  conditions.  The  project  sponsor  would  require 
the  contractor  to  wet  down  the  construction  site  twice  a  day  during  construction  to  reduce  particulates  by 
at  least  50  percent;  would  require  covering  soil,  sand  and  other  material;  and  would  require  street 
sweeping  around  demolition  and  construction  sites  at.  least  once  per  day  (see  Mitigation  Measure  No.  1, 
p.  §0  52).  With  implementation  of  this  measure,  construction-related  air  quality  effects  would  be  reduced 
to  a  less-than-significant  level. 
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Shadow 

Section  295  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  Proposition  K  (passed 
November  1984)  in  order  to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by  new  structures  during 
the  period  between  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  year  round.  Section  295  restricts 
new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  by  any 
structure  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the  City  Planning  Commission  finds  the  impact  to  be  insignificant. 
The  proposed  project's  glass  roof  would  be  about  one  Gtor>'13'-6"  higher  (about  15  feet)  than  the  existing 
parapets  in  the  courtyard.  .  The  roof  top  gallery  will  be  67'-6"  wide  (east-west)  and  extend  from  12'  to 
13'-6"  above  the  existing  roof  plane.  The  top  of  this  roof  frallery  will  extend  13'-1  Vt"  above  the  southern 
edge  of  the  courtyard  parapet  and  8'-0"  above  the  Mission  Street  facade  parapet.  ,  increasing  tho  total 
height  of  tho  building  from  approximately  60  feet  to  approximately  75  feet  in  that  central  portion  of  the 
building.  To  determine  whether  this  project  would  conform  to  Section  295,  a  shadow  fan  analysis  was 
prepared  by  the  Planning  Department.  This  analysis  determined  that  the  project  shadow  would  not  shade 
public  areas  subject  to  Section  295.  (A  copy  of  the  shadow  fan  analysis  is  available  for  review  at  the 
Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  Case  2003.0869K).  Because  of  the  proposed  building  height 
and  the  configuration  of  existing  buildings  in  the  vicinity,  the  net  new  shading  which  would  result  from 
the  project's  construction  would  be  limited  in  scope,  and  would  not  increase  the  total  amount  of  shading 
above  levels  which  are  common  and  generally  accepted  in  urban  areas. 

7)     Utilities/Public  Services  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Breach   published   national,   state   or  local 

standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter  X 
control? 

(b)  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to  serve 

new  development?  X 

(c)  Substantially   increase  demand  for  schools, 

recreation  or  other  public  facilities?  X 

(d)  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or 

communications  facilities?  X  X 

The  proposed  project  would  incrementally  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services  and  utilities  on 
the  site  and  increase  water  consumption,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  the 
project  area.  San  Francisco  consumers  have  recently  experienced  rising  energy  costs  and  uncertainties 
regarding  the  supply  of  electricity.  The  root  causes  of  these  conditions  are  under  investigation  and  are  the 
subject  to  much  debate.  Part  of  the  problem  may  be  that  the  State  does  not  generate  sufficient  energy  to 
meet  its  demand  and  must  import  energy  from  outside  sources.  Another  part  of  the  problem  may  be  the 
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lack  of  cost  controls  as  a  result  of  deregulation.  The  California  Energy  Commission  (CEC)  is  currently 
considering  applications  for  the  development  of  new  power-generating  facilities  in  San  Francisco,  the  Bay 
Area,  and  elsewhere  in  the  State.  These  facilities  could  supply  additional  energy  to  the  power  supply 
"grid"  within  the  next  few  years.  The  project-generated  demand  for  electricity  would  be  negligible  in  the 
context  of  overall  demand  within  San  Francisco  and  the  State,  and  would  not  in  and  of  itself  require  a 
major  expansion  of  power  facilities.  Therefore,  the  energy  demand  associated  with  the  proposed  project 
would  not  result  in  a  significant  physical  environmental  effect. 

The  proposed  building  would  be  designed  to  incorporate  water-conserving  measures,  such  as  installing 
low-flush  toilets  and  urinals,  as  required  by  Califomia  State  Building  Code  Section  402.0(c).  Therefore, 
effects  related  to  public  services  and  utilities  would  not  be  significant. 

8)  Biology  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered  species 

of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat  of  the  species?    X  X 

(b)  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife 
or  plants,  or  interfere  substantially  with  the 

movement  of  any  resident  or  migratory  fish  or  XX 
wildlife  species?       

(c)  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of 

mature,  scenic  trees?    X  X 

The  project  site  is  covered  completely  by  an  existing  building.  There  are  no  trees  or  other  vegetation  on 
the  site.  The  project  would  not  affect  any  threatened,  rare  or  endangered  animal  or  plant  life  or  habitat. 
The  project  would  not  interfere  with  any  resident  or  migratory  species  or  required  removal  of  any  trees. 
Therefore,  effects  related  to  biology  would  not  be  significant. 

9)  Geologv/Topography  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic 

hazards    (slides,    subsidence,    erosion    and                 X  X 
liquefaction)?       

(b)  Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any 

unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site?    X  X 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  Community  Safety  Element  contains  maps  that  show  areas  in  the  city 
subject  to  geologic  hazards.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  subject  to  groundshaking  from 
earthquakes  along  the  San  Andreas  and  Northern  Hayward  Faults  and  other  faults  in  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area  (Maps  2  and  3).  The  project  site  is  also  located  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential  (Map  4). 
The  project  site  is  not  located  in  an  area  susceptible  to  landslide  (Map  5).  The  project  includes  a  seismic 
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upgrade.  To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions  regarding  structural 
safety,  when  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  reviews  the  building  plans  for  a  proposed 
project,  it  will  determine  necessary  engineering  and  design  features  for  the  project  to  reduce  potential 
damage  to  structures  from  groundshaking.  Therefore,  potential  damage  to  structures  from  geologic 
hazards  on  the  project  site  would  be  mitigated  if  necessary  based  on  DBFs  assessment. 

For  any  development  proposal  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential,  DBI,  in  its  review  of  the  building 
permit  application,  requires  the  project  sponsor  to  prepare  a  geotechnical  report  that  assesses  the  nature 
and  severity  of  the  hazards  at  the  site  and  recommends  project  design  and  construction  features  to  reduce 
the  hazards.  To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions  regarding  structural 
safety,  when  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  reviews  the  geotechnical  report  and  building  plans 
for  a  proposed  project,  it  determines  necessary  engineering  and  design  features  for  the  project  to  reduce 
potential  damage  to  structures  from  ground  shaking  and  liquefaction.  The  proposed  project  includes 
seismic  upgrades  to  the  existing  Unreinforced  Masonry  Building.  Potential  damage  to  the  structure  from 
geologic  hazards  at  the  project  site  would  be  ameliorated  though  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
requirement  for  a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the  building  permit  application. 

The  project  would  not  alter  the  topography  of  the  site,  or  otherwise  affect  any  unique  geologic  or  physical 
features  of  the  site. 

10)   Water  -  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

(a)  Substantially    degrade    water    quality,  or 

contaminate  a  public  water  supply?  X  X 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground-water 
resources,    or    interfere    substantially  with 

groundwater  recharge?  X  X 

(c)  Cause     substantial    flooding,     erosion  or 
salutation?  X 


The  project  site  is  covered  completely  by  an  existing  building  and  pavement.  The  project  would  not 
change  the  amount  of  impervious  surface  area,  and  would  not  measurably  affect  current  runoff  or 
groundwater.  Therefore,  neither  groundwater  resources  nor  runoff  and  drainage  would  be  adversely 
affected. 

In  light  of  the  above,  effects  related  to  water  resources  Would  not  be  significant. 


2003.0869E:  88  Fifth  Street,  The  Old  Mint 


39 


11)   Energy/Natural  Resources  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of 
large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use 

these  in  a  wasteful  manner?    X  X 

(b)  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential  use, 

extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource?    X   


New  buildings  in  San  Francisco  are  required  to  conform  to  energy  conservation  standards  specified  by 
Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations.  Documentation  showing  compliance  with  these  standards 
is  submitted  with  the  application  for  the  building  permit.  The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  enforces 
Title  24.  The  project  would  meet  current  state  and  local  codes  concerning  energy  consumption.  It  would 
not  cause  a  wasteful  use  of  energy  and  thus,  effects  related  to  energy  consumption  would  not  be 
significant  and  would  therefore  require  no  further  analysis  in  this  environmental  document. 

12)    Hazards  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or 
involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal   or   plant   populations   in   the  area 

affected?    X 

(b)  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or 

emergency  evacuation  plans?    X  X 

(c)  Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire  hazard?    X  X 


Hazardous  Materials 

Since  the  Old  Mint  ownership  would  be  transferred  from  the  United  States  General  Services 
Administration  (OS A)  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  it  is  required  that  Environmental  Site 
Assessments  (ESA)  be  performed.  The  purpose  of  the  ESA  reports  is  to  provide  sufficient  information  to 
support  the  GSA  to  transfer  the  property. 

A  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  (ESA)  of  the  project  site  was  conducted  by  an  independent 
consultant.'^  A  copy  of  the  Phase  I  ESA  is  available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department.  The  Phase  I 
ESA  included  a  geophysical  evaluation,  a  lead-based  paint  siu^fey,  an  asbestos  survey,  and  sampling  as 
part  of  an  overall  building  assessment  program.  The  Phase  I  also  included  review  of  records,  site 
reconnaissance,  and  interviews  with  the  property  manager,  security  personnel,  and  U.S.  Government 
personnel. 
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The  Phase  I  ESA  report  indicates  the  Old  Mint  was  constructed  from  1869  to  1874.  The  site  had  been 
operated  by  the  United  States  Treasury  Department  since  1869.  The  mint  became  a  subtreasury  in  1874 
due  to  its  unsurpassed  productivity.  After  the  1906  earthquake,  the  building  served  as  a  clearinghouse- 
bank;  it  later  closed  in  1937.  The  building  was  restored  from  1972  through  1976.  Past  operations  and 
uses  of  the  building  include  coin  manufacturing  and  storage,  government  offices,  data  processing,  and  the 
Mint  Museum.  The  museum  closed  in  1996,  and  the  building  has  remained  inactive  since  that  date. 
Control  of  the  building  was  recently  transferred  to  United  States  General  Services  Administration 
(USGSA),  the  Federal  Government's  property  management  administration.  The  Old  Mint  is  currently  not 
in  use  by  the  USGSA.  However,  janitorial  and  security  operations  are  still  conducted  within  the  facility 
and  garden  maintenance  is  conducted  outside.  The  project  site  has  been  occupied  by  the  Old  Mint 
building  since  at  least  1869.  No  information  on  the  site  use  was  available  prior  to  that  date. 

The  phaseT  ESA  recommended  further  investigation  of  the  following  items: 

•  Petroleum  products,  such  as  engine  oil,  hydraulic  oil,  and  compressor  oil,  which  were  used  and 

stored  at  the  Old  Mint. 

•  A  transformer  filled  with  (or  partially  filled  with)  transformer  oil  that  may  contain  polychlorinated 

biphenyls  (PCBs)  observed  in  Room  24  of  the  basement.  Minor  oil  staining  was  noted  on  the 
concrete  floor  below  the  transformer. 

•  A  subsurface  reflection  pattern  consistent  with  a  buried  utility,  noted  at  the  southwest  comer 

outside  of  the  building.  The  geophysical  survey  revealed  an  anomaly  measuring  approximately  4 
feet  by  5  feet  that  may  represent  a  small  utility  vault  or  underground  storage  tank  (UST). 

Bums  &  McDonnell  submitted  an  addendum  to  the  Phase  I  ESA  report  for  the  Old  Mint  Building  that 
speculated  that  gold  refining  may  have  occurred  at  the  site.  Mercury  and  cyanide  are  used  in  the  gold 
refining  process  to  separate  gold  from  the  ore,  so  if  the  building  had  been  used  for  gold  refining,  mercury 
and  cyanide  leaching  solution  could  have  been  disposed  of  or  spilled  into  the  drainage  system  of  the 
building.  Although  no  evidence  of  gold  refining  activity  was  observed  during  the  Phase  I  site 
reconnaissance  and  historical  review,  it  was  recommended  that  water  samples  be  collected  from  the  floor 
sumps  in  Room  56  for  mercury  and  cyanide  analyses.  It  was  also  recommended  that  sediment  samples 
should  be  collected  from  the  sumps  and  analyzed  for  the  same  constituents. 


1 3  Phase  1  Environmental  Assessment  of  the  Old  San  Francisco  Mint,  Jar  the  United  States  General  Services  Administration 
Bums  &  McDonnel  Waste  Consultants,  Inc,  July  1998 
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A  Phase  II  ESA  of  the  project  was  conducted  by  an  independent  consultant  to  provide  an  assessment  of 
environmental  conditions  at  the  Old  Mint  site  by  addressing  the  Phase  I  ESA  recommendations,  the  phase 
I  ESA  addendum  recommendations,  and  areas  of  concern  identified  in  site  visits.''*  A  copy  of  the  Phase  n 
ESA  is  available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department.  The  scope  of  the  phase  II  ESA  of  the  Old  Mint 
site  included  an  assessment  of  the  soil  underlying  the  floor  in  specific  areas  of  concern  in  the  basement  of 
the  Old  Mint  building.  These  specific  areas  were  considered  to  be  of  concern  based  on  reported  past 
minting  operations  and  included  Room  24,  Room  56,  the  former  stack  area,  the  former  furnace  area,  and 
the  area  of  the  steel  valve  port  for  water  service  located  outside  the  southwest  comer  of  the  building.  In 
addition,  the  water  and  sediment  in  the  six  floor  sumps,  located  in  the  former  stack  area  and  Room  56, 
required  characterization.  The  chimney  stacks  and  residual  materials  resulting  from  smelting  operations 
were  not  included  in  the  scope  of  the  investigation,  however,  a  mitigation  measure  is  included  to  ensure 
safe  handling  and  disposal  of  any  wastes  generated  during  chimney  retrofitting  or  demolition.  See 
Mitigation  Measure  2,  page  §0  52. 

The  analyses  performed  on  the  soil,  water,  and  sediment  samples,  and  the  analytical  methods  employed 
for  these  analyses,  and  limitations  in  sampling  are  discussed  in  the  Final  Phase  11  ESA.  In  summary,  22 
soil  samples  were  collected  from  8  borings  and  analyzed.  Six  sediment  samples  were  collected  from  six 
floor  sumps  and  analyzed.  And  six  water  samples  were  collected  from  six  floor  sumps  and  the  two 
quality  control  samples  were  submitted  for  analyses.  Water  and  sediment  samples  were  analyzed  for 
metals,  semivolatile  organic  compounds  (SVOCs),  total  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (TPH),  and  total  cyanide 
to  assess  the  present  chemical  conditions  within  the  siunps. 

The  analytical  data  for  soil  and  sediment  was  evaluated  and  compared  to  the  background  concentrations 
and  residential  and  industrial/commercial  preliminary  remediation  goals  (PRC)  to  evaluate  the  presence 
and  concentrations  of  chemicals  in  these  materials.  The  analytical  data  for  the  water  samples  was 
evaluated  and  compared  to  the  maximum  contaminant  levels  (MCL)  to  identify  the  presence  and 
concentrations  of  chemicals  in  the  water.  The  same  chemicals  detected  at  levels  of  concern  in  sediment 
were  evaluated  in  the  water  samples. 

For  soil,  no  metals  concentrations  were  detected  at  levels  of  concern  below  the  concrete  basement  floor, 
under  the  concrete  sidewalk  southwest  of  the  building,  or  in  soil  collected  from  the  background  sampling 
locations.  The  only  metal  that  was  detected  above  the  residential  and  at  the  industrial/commercial  PRC 


14  Final  Phase  U  Environmental  Site  Assessment  Report,  The  Old  San  Francisco  Mint  Site,  Tetra  Tech  EM  Inc,  December  30, 
1998. 
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was  arsenic,  at  concentrations  ranging  from  2  to  3  milligrams  per  kilogram  (mg/kg).  Even  though  arsenic 
was  detected  at  the  industrial/commercial  PRG,  it  is  considered  to  be  at  background  or  ambient  levels. 
Total  cyanide  and  total  petroleum  hydrocarbons-extractable  range  (TPH-E)  were  detected  in  soil  at  very 
low  concentrations  and  is  not  considered  to  be  an  issue  of  concern  at  the  site.  PCBs  and  SVOCs  were  not 
detected  in  any  of  the  soils  samples  collected  throughout  the  site. 

For  sediment  collected  from  the  six  floor  sumps,  antimony,  arsenic,  cadmium,  and  lead  were  detected  at 
concentrations  above  their  respective  residential  PRGs.  Arsenic  was  the  only  metal  detected  at  and 
slightly  above  the  industrial/commercial  PRG.  TPH-E  was  detected  in  the  one  sediment  sample  at  an 
elevated  concentration  of  4,600  mg/kg.  Total  cyanide  was  detected  in  the  sediment  from  each  of  the  floor 
sumps  at  concentrations  near  its  detection  limit  and  below  the  PRG;  as  a  result,  cyanide  is  not  an  issue  of 
concern  in  sediment.  SVOCs  were  not  detected  in  any  of  the  sediment  samples  collected  from  the  six 
floor  samples. 

For  water  collected  from  the  six  floor  sumps,  the  only  metal  detected  at  a  level  of  concern  was  lead,  in  the 
water  sample  from  Sump  3.  TPH-E  was  detected  in  the  one  water  sample  at  an  elevated  concentration  of 
4,000  micrograms  per  liter  (|ag/L).  Total  cyanide  was  detected  at  low  concentrations  in  the  four  water 
samples  in  which  it  was  analyzed;  as  a  result,  cyanide  is  not  an  issue  of  concern.  Only  one  SVOC, 
pentachlorophenol,  was  detected  at  an  elevated  concentration,  in  the  water  sample  from  Sun^  6. 
Pentachlorophenol  is  typically  associated  to  wood  treatment  and  may  be  present  in  the  water  due  to  the 
wooden  sump  frame. 

Groundwater  was  not  encountered  or  sampled  under  the  Phase  11  ESA,  and  is  expected  to  be  at  sea  level, 
approximately  30  to  35  feet  below  ground  surface  (bgs). 

Results  of  the  phase  II  ESA  did  not  identify  any  release  of  hazardous  substances  to  the  underlying  soil  in 
the  areas  of  concern:  at  the  former  stack  area,  the  former  furnace  area,  Room  24,  or  the  outside  water 
service  line,  and  valve.  Therefore,  no  further  investigation  was  recommended  and  no  significant  impacts 
would  occur  with  implementation  of  the  project. 

No  further  investigation  of  the  subsurface  soil  is  recommended  since  the  future  land  use  of  the  property  is 
designated  as  commercial.  Based  on  the  chemical  characterization  of  the  sediment  and  water  in  all  the 
sumps,  the  Phase  n  ESA  recommends  removing  the  standing  water  and  sediment  in  the  sumps  as  a 
precautionary  and  good  faith  cleanup  measure.  No  further  investigation  or  removal  of  soils  surrounding 
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or  underlying  the  sumps  is  recommended  since  it  is  assumed  that  concentrations  present  would  be  at  or 
below  the  levels  identified  in  the  sumps. 

Hazardous  Building  Materials 

Asbestos 

Asbestos-containing  materials  were  found  within  the  existing  structure's  interior,  portions  of  which  may 
be  demolished  as  part  of  the  project.^^  Section  19827.5  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  adopted 
January  1,  1991,  requires  that  local  agencies  not  issue  demolition  or  alteration  permits  until  an  applicant 
has  demonstrated  compliance  with  notification  requirements  under  applicable  Federal  regulations 
regarding  hazardous  air  pollutants,  including  asbestos.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD)  is  vested  by  the  California  legislature  with  authority  to  regulate  airborne  pollutants, 
including  asbestos,  through  both  inspection  and  law  enforcement,  and  is  to  be  notified  ten  days  in  advance 
of  any  proposed  demolition  or  abatement  work. 

Notification  includes  the  names  and  addresses  of  operations  and  persons  responsible;  description  and 
location  of  the  structure  to  be  demolished/altered  including  size,  age  and  prior  use,  and  the  approximate 
amount  of  friable  asbestos;  scheduled  starting  and  completion  dates  of  demolition  or  abatement;  nature  of 
planned  work  and  methods  to  be  employed;  procedures  to  be  employed  to  meet  BAAQMD  requirements; 
and  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal  site  to  be  used.  The  District  randomly  inspects  asbestos 
removal  operations.  In  addition,  the  District  will  inspect  any  removal  operation  concerning  which  a 
complaint  has  been  received. 

The  local  office  of  the  State  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  must  be  notified  of 
asbestos  abatement  to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos  abatement  contractors  must  follow  state  regulations 
contained  in  8CCR1529  and  8CCR341.6  through  341.14  where  there  is  asbestos-related  work  involving 
100  square  feet  or  more  of  asbestos  containing  material.  Asbestos  removal  contractors  must  be  certified 
as  such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board  of  the  State  of  California.  The  owner  of  the  property  where 
abatement  is  to  occur  must  have  a  Hazardous  Waste  Generator  Number  assigned  by  and  registered  with 
the  Office  of  the  California  Department  of  Health  Services  in  Sacramento.  The  contractor  and  hauler  of 
the  material  is  required  to  file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  which  details  the  hauling  of  the  material  from 
the  site  and  the  disposal  of  it.  Pursuant  to  California  law,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI) 
would  not  issue  the  required  permit  until  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  notice  requirements 
described  above. 
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These  regulations  and  procedures,  already  established  as  a  part  of  the  permit  review  process,  would  insure 
that  any  potential  impacts  due  to  asbestos  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

Lead-Based  Paint 

Lead  paint  was  found  in  the  existing  building,  constructed  in  1869  and  some  portions  of  the  building 
interior  are  proposed  for  demolition  as  part  of  the  project.'^  Demolition  must  comply  with  Chapter  36  of 
the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Work  Practices  for  Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint.  Where  there  is  any 
work  that  may  disturb  or  remove  lead  paint  on  the  exterior  of  any  building  built  prior  to  December  31, 
1978,  Chapter  36  requires  specific  notification  and  work  standards,  and  identifies  prohibited  work 
methods  and  penalties. 

Chapter  36  applies  to  buildings  or  steel  structures  on  which  original  construction  was  completed  prior  to 
1979  (which  are  assumed  to  have  lead-based  paint  on  their  surfaces),  where  more  than  ten  total  square 
feet  of  lead-based  paint  would  be  disturbed  or  removed.  The  ordinance  contains  performance  standards, 
including  establishment  of  containment  barriers,  at  least  as  effective  at  protecting  human  health  and  the 
environment  as  those  in  the  HUD  Guidelines  (the  most  recent  Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  Control  of 
Lead-Based  Paint  Hazards)  and  identifies  prohibited  practices  that  may  not  be  used  in  disturbance  or 
removal  of  lead-based  paint.  Any  person  performing  work  subject  to  the  ordinance  shall  make  all 
reasonable  efforts  to  prevent  migration  of  lead  paint  contaminants  beyond  containment  barriers  during  the 
course  of  the  work,  and  any  person  performing  regulated  work  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  remove 
all  visible  lead  paint  contaminants  from  all  regulated  areas  of  the  property  prior  to  completion  of  the 
work. 

The  ordinance  also  includes  notification  requirements,  contents  of  notice,  and  requirements  for  signs. 
Notification  includes  notifying  bidders  for  the  work  of  any  paint-inspection  reports  verifying  the  presence 
or  absence  of  lead-based  paint  in  the  regulated  area  of  the  proposed  project.  Prior  to  commencement  of 
work,  the  responsible  party  must  provide  written  notice  to  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection,  of  the  location  of  the  project;  the  nature  and  approximate  square  footage  of  the  painted  surface 
being  disturbed  and/or  removed;  anticipated  job  start  and  completion  dates  for  the  work;  whether  the 
responsible  party  has  reason  to  know  or  presume  that  lead-based  paint  is  present;  whether  the  building  is 
residential  or  nonresidential,  owner-occupied  or  rental  property,  approximate  number  of  dwelling  units,  if 
any;  the  dates  by  which  the  responsible  party  has  or  will  fulfill  any  tenant  or  adjacent  property 

15  Ibid,  Bums  &  McDonnel  Waste  Consultants,  Inc,  July  1998. 

1 6  Ibid,  Bums  &  McDonnel  Waste  Consultants,  Inc,  July  1998. 
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notification  requirements;  and  the  name,  address,  telepiione  number,  and  pager  number  of  the  party  who 
will  perform  the  work.  (Further  notice  requirements  include  Sign  When  Containment  is  Required,  Notice 
by  Landlord,  Required  Notice  to  Tenants,  Availability  of  Pamphlet  related  to  protection  from  lead  in  the 
home.  Notice  by  Contractor,  Early  Commencement  of  Work  [by  Owner,  Requested  by  Tenant],  and 
Notice  of  Lead  Contaminated  Dust  or  Soil,  if  applicable.)  The  ordinance  contains  provisions  regarding 
inspection  and  sampling  for  compliance  by  DBI,  and  enforcement,  and  describes  penalties  for  non- 
compliance with  the  requirements  of  the  ordinance. 

These  regulations  and  procedures  by  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  would  ensure  that  potential 
impacts  of  demolition,  due  to  lead-based  paint,  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

Evacuation  and  Emergency  Response 

San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  primarily  through  provisions  of  the  Building  Code  and  the  Fire  Code. 
Existing  buildings  are  required  to  meet  standards  contained  in  these  codes.  The  proposed  project  would 
conform  to  these  standards,  which  (depending  on  building  type)  may  also  include  development  of  an 
emergency  procedure  manual  and  an  exit  drill  plan.  In  this  way,  potential  fu^e  hazards  (including  those 
associated  with  hillside  development,  hydrant  water  pressure,  and  emergency  access)  would  be  mitigated 
during  the  permit  review  process. 

13)   Cultural  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or 
historic  archaeological  site  or  a  property  of 
historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a  community 
or  ethnic  or  social  group;  or  a  paleontological 

site  except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific  Study?    X  X 

(b)  Conflict  with  estabhshed  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses  of  the 

area?    X   

(c)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or  Article 

11  of  the  City  Planning  Code?    X  X 


The  proposed  project  would  not  involve  excavation  below  the  ground  surface,  and  there  would  be  no 
potential  for  adverse  effects  on  subsurface  archaeological  resources  due  to  earthmoving  activities. 
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A  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  was  prepared  for  the  existing  building  on  the  project  site.''  This  section 
summarizes  this  study.  Designed  by  Alfred  B.  Mullett,  Supervising  Architect  of  the  U.S.  Treasury 
Department,  the  second  United  States  Mint  in  San  Francisco,  now  known  as  the  Old  Mint,  occupies  its 
own  city  block  bounded  by  Fifth,  Mission,  Mint  and  Jessie  Streets.  Completed  in  1874  at  a  cost  of  $2 
million,  this  classically  inspired  building  is  often  cited  as  "the  last  major  example  of  classical  revival 
architecture"  built  in  America. 

From  the  outset  the  Mint  served  the  diverse  functions  of  foundry,  fortress,  and  highly  ornamented  interior 
spaces  worthy  of  ceremonial  public  use.  The  public  was  admitted  to  certain  rooms  on  the  first  floor:  the 
Office  of  the  Mint,  later  the  Cashier's  Office  (Room  121),  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Treasurer  (Room 
121),  and  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Treasurer  (Room  122).  Suited  to  a  federal  building  of  this  stature, 
these  spaces  were  very  well-appointed,  nearly  deluxe.  Decorative  cast  iron  and  early  gold-toned  paint 
schemes  were  entirely  appropriate  choices  for  a  facility  in  the  business  of  metals.  By  contrast,  as  an 
industrial  and  manufacturing  facility,  the  building  required  solid  foundations  and  durable  surfaces  to 
withstand  high  temperatures  and  molten  metal.  On  the  exterior,  the  chimneys  clearly  express  the 
industrial  nature  of  the  Mint  and  contrast  to  the  building's  elegant  temple  from  portico.  Though  a  highly 
trafficked  building,  by  both  numerous  employees  and  citizens,  the  structure  stored  gold  and  silver, 
requiring  stringent  security  measures  and  design.  The  buildings  granite  and  masonry  construction,  and 
extensive  use  of  cast  iron  as  building  material,  gave  the  impression  of  a  secure  stronghold. 

Architecturally,  the  structure  itself  is  significant  for  three  reasons.  Designed  by  a  recognized  master 
architect,  the  Old  Mint  serves  as  a  rare  monumental  example  of  the  late  Greek  Revival  period.  The 
original  construction  epitomizes  late  19*  century  "fire-proof  building  technologies,  construction 
techniques,  and  noteworthy  craftsmanship.  And,  finally  it  is  an  excellent  example  of  an  innovative  use  of 
materials,  especially  ornamental  and  structural  cast  and  wrought  iron. 

Nationally  significant  for  its  role  in  government  and  economics,  the  Old  Mint  was  pivotal  in  the  financial 
history  of  the  United  States  during  a  63-year  period,  from  1874  until  1937.  The  second  San  Francisco 
Mint  opened,  not  as  a  subsidiary  to  the  Philadelphia  Mint  as  originally  planned,  but  rather  independent  of 
it,  and  soon  became  the  most  productive  mint  in  the  United  States.  By  1877,  three  years  after  its 
inauguration,  it  minted  about  $50  million  of  the  total  $83.9  million  in  gold  and  silver  coins  produced  by 
the  United  States  that  year.    As  a  repository  for  the  United  States'  gold  reserve,  the  building  was 


17  Historic  Structure  Report  United  States  Old  Mint,  5'"  &  Mission  Streets,  San  Francisco,  California,  Architectural  Resources 
Group,  June  26,  2002. 
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responsible  for  protecting  the  nation's  wealth  and  in  1934,  the  Mint  stored  one-third  of  the  nation's 
supply. 

On  the  local  level,  the  Old  Mint  is  significant  as  a  survivor  of  the  1906  earthquake,  and  as  one  of  the 
oldest  buildings  in  San  Francisco,  a  stone  structure  from  an  era  of  wood-framed  construction. 
Symbolically,  the  Mint  has  been  a  source  of  pride  to  San  Franciscans,  who  from  the  start  saw  the 
monumental  and  elegant  federal  building  as  an  affirmation  that  the  City  had  come  of  age  and  the  State  of 
California,  then  only  25  years  old,  was  truly  part  of  the  nation. 

Above  the  massive  granite  ground  floor,  sandstone  sheaths  the  exterior  of  the  brick  upper  walls.  The  roof 
is  nearly  flat,  but  gently  slopes  in  toward  the  central  courtyard  except  at  the  two  pitched  center  gables 
corresponding  to  the  pediments  at  the  front  and  back  of  the  building.  Known  as  the  "Granite  Lady"  for  its 
stately,  classic  revival  architecture,  the  Old  Mint  was  one  of  the  last  important  Greek  Revival  monuments 
of  this  scale  built  in  the  United  States.  The  building's  architectural  style  is  Greek  Revival,  epitomized  by 
the  classic  Greek  temple  front. 

The  proposed  project's  potential  to  affect  historic  and  architectural  resources  of  significance  would  be 
limited  to  its  potential  effect  on  adjacent  properties  and  properties  on  the  site.  Buildings  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  project  site  were  surveyed  between  1974  and  1976  as  part  of  a  City-sponsored  inventory  of 
architecturally  significant  buildings.  The  inventory  assessed  the  architectural  significance  of  10,000 
surveyed  structures  from  the  standpoint  of  overall  design  and  particular  design  features.  Both 
contemporary  and  older  buildings  were  included  and  each  building  was  numerically  rated  according  to  its 
overall  architectural  significance.  The  ratings  ranged  from  a  low  of  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5."  Factors 
considered  included  architectural  significance  and  urban  design  context.  The  project  building  was  rated 
"5"  in  this  survey.  Eleven  buildings  on  the  same  block  were  also  rated  in  this  survey. 

The  Old  Mint  building  is  also  designated  as  individual  San  Francisco  Landmark  #  236  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  It  is  designated  as  a  Category  I  building  under  Article 
11  of  the  Planning  Code,  which  is  an  adopted  local  register  of  historic  resources  in  the  C-3  (Downtown) 
district.  Under  Article  11,  Category  1  Buildings  are  buildings  that  are  "judged  to  be  Buildings  of 
Individual  Importance."  Seven  other  structures  on  the  project  block  have  been  designated  in  Article  1 1  as 
buildings  of  importance.  The  project  building  is  also  listed  in  Here  Today  (page  93),  a  survey  adopted  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  a  local  register. 
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The  Old  Mint  building  was  officially  designated  a  National  Landmark  (NHL)  in  196 L  Approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Interior,  an  NHL  designation  is  the  highest  level  of  recognition  at  the  federal  level  for 
nationally  significant  historic  places.  In  1962,  the  Old  Mint  was  documented  by  the  Historic  Americans 
Buildings  Survey  (HABS),  Identification  No.  CAL-160.  HABS  is  a  program  that  documents  important 
architectural,  engineering,  and  industrial  sites  throughout  the  United  States.  In  addition,  the  building  was 
listed  in  1988  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  the  nation's  official  list  of  cultural  resources 
worthy  of  preservation.  . 

For  a  building  of  the  highest  federal  designation,  a  National  Historic  Landmark,  and  the  stature  and 
significance  of  the  Old  Mint,  future  work  should  be  carried  out  in  accordance  with  The  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  with  Guidelines  for  Preserving, 
Rehabilitating,  Restoring,  and  Reconstructing  Historic  Buildings  (Standards)  and  as  stipulated  by  the 
Programmatic  Agreement  between  the  GSA,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  and  other  parties. 

The  Standards  provide  general  information  for  stewards  of  historic  resources  to  determine  appropriate 
treatments.  They  are  intentionally  broad  in  scope  to  apply  to  a  wide  range  of  circumstances,  and  are 
designed  to  enhance  the  understanding  of  basic  preservation  principles.  The  Standards  are  neither 
technical  nor  prescriptive,  but  are  intended  to  promote  responsible  preservation  practices  that  ensure 
continued  protection  of  historic  resources. 

There  are  four  basic  treatments  outlined  in  the  Standards:  preservation,  rehabilitation,  restoration,  and 
reconstruction.  Each  treatment  is  defined  by  a  series  of  ten  broad  guidelines.  Of  the  four  treatments,  a 
combination  of  rehabilitation,  restoration,  and  preservation  is  appropriate  for  the  Old  Mint. 

A  project  that  may  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource  is  a 
project  that  may  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment.  The  significance  of  an  historical  resource  is 
materially  impaired  when  a  project  demolishes  or  materially  alters  an  adverse  manner  those  physical 
characteristics  of  an  historical  resource  that  convey  its  historical  significance  and  that  justify  its  inclusion 
in,  or  eligibility  for,  inclusion  in  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources,  or  demolishes  or 
materially  alters  in  an  adverse  manner  those  physical  characteristics  that  account  for  its  inclusion  in  a 
local  register  of  historical  resources  pursuant  to  Section  5020. l(k)  of  the  Pubhc  Resources  Code  or  its 
identification  in  an  historical  resources  survey  meeting  the  requirements  of  Secdon  5024.1(g)  of  the 
Public  Resources  Code,  unless  the  public  agency  reviewing  the  effects  of  the  project  establishes  by  a 
preponderance  of  evidence  that  the  resource  is  not  historically  or  culturally  significant.   Generally,  a 
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project  that  follows  the  Standards  shall  be  considered  as  mitigated  to  a  level  of  less  than  a  significant 
impact  on  the  historical  resource. 

The  project  sponsor  submitted  the  Old  Mint  conceptual  design  plans  to  the  California  State  Office  of 
Historic  Preservation  (SHPO)  for  review.  The  intention  of  the  review  was  to  determine  if  the  proposed 
conceptual  design  plans  comply  with  the  Standards. 

SHPO's  historic  preservation  consultant,  Carey  &  Co.,  reviewed  the  Old  Mint  conceptual  plans  and 
determined  that  the  plans  have  the  potential  to  comply  with  the  Standards.  Carey  &  Co.  included  a 
detailed  standard-by-standard  review  in  their  submittal  to  be  addressed  during  the  schematic  design 
phase.'*  SHPO  concurs  with  the  report  in  that  Carey  &  Co.  has  determined  that  aspects  of  the  revised 
conceptual  design  submittal  conform  to  the  Standards,  and  that  other  aspects  potentially  comply  with  the 
Standards. The  Planning  Department  has  reviewed  the  report  and  concurs  with  SHPO  and  Carey  &  Co. 
The  consultant  expects  that  as  the  next  iteration  of  project  documents  is  developed,  potential  adverse 
effects  to  character-defining  features  and  spatial  relationships  caused  by  the  infill  will  be  minimized  and 
the  new  construction  will  be  found  compatible. 

Carey  &  Company  identified  three  issues  within  the  submittal  that  warrant  attention  and  resolution  during 
the  schematic  design  phase: 

•  The  open  feeling  of  the  courtyard  will  need  to  be  retained  while  accommodating  the  new  vertical 
and  horizontal  circulation,  theater,  and  display  areas.  The  consultant  further  states  that  if  major 
elements,  such  as  the  elevators,  are  relocated  to  non-contributing  areas  of  the  building,  the 
undertaking  should  meet  the  Standards. 

•  Effects  from  the  proposed  roof  deck  and  increased  occupancy  on  the  upper  floors  may  affect 
historic  stairs  and  corridors. 

•  Any  new  structural  strengthening  required  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  new  roof  deck  may  affect 
character-defining  features. 

According  the  SHPO,  there  are  several  areas  of  design  that  warrant  further  detailed  discussion  during  the 
next  phase  of  consultation  under  the  Programmatic  Agreement: 

•  The  new  location  of  the  two  elevators. 

•  The  new  width  of  the  first  floor  platform. 

•  The  new  location  of  the  stair. 

18  Old  United  Stales  Mint  Building,  Initial  Determination  Report,  Carey  &  Co.,  Inc  Architecture,  September  14,  2004. 

19  Letter  addresses  to  Hala  Hijazi,  Department  of  Public  Works,  from  Miiford  Wayne  Donaldson,  FAIA,  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer,  California  Office  of  Historic  Preservation,  September  28,  2004. 
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•    The  newly  proposed  roof  deck. 

The  Carey  &  Co.  analysis  concludes  that  there  are  feasible  design  solutions  to  all  outstanding  and 
unresolved  design  issues  which  would  comply  with  the  Standards,  even  though  project  sponsor  does  not 
yet  have  a  final  design  solution.  Additional  reviews  for  compliance  with  the  Standards  will  take  place 
after  the  schematic,  design  development,  and  construction  stages  of  the  design  process.  Like  the  initial 
determination  report,  each  subsequent  report  will  be  submitted  to  SHPO  and  the  Planning  Department  for 
review  and  comment.  If  SHPO  ultimately  does  not  concur  that  a  proposed  design  solution  moots  the 
Standards,  then  further  CEQA  review  of  the  final  design  would  be  required  to  determine  whether  thoro 
would  bo  any  potential  significant  impact.  A  deed  restriction  recorded  against  the  property  precludes  any 
development  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  Programmatic  Agreement  and  the  Standards;  therefore,  the 
project  cannot  proceed  until  the  design  complies  with  the  Standards.  Mitigation  Measure  4-  3  has  been 
included  to  mitigate  potential  significant  impacts  on  the  historical  resource. 

C.    OTHER  Yes        No  Discussed 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments 
other  than  Planning  Department  or  Department  of  Building 

Inspection,  or  from  Regional,  State,  or  Federal  Agencies?     X  X  X 

See  discussion  on  PaRe  3,  Approvals  Required. 

Summary  of  Neighborhood  Concerns 

A  Notification  of  Project  Receiving  Environmental  Review  was  mailed  on  March  17,  2004  to  property 
owners  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  and  owners  and  occupants  of  properties  adjacent  to  the  project  site. 
No  concerns  were  raised. 

After  publication  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  (MNP)  on  January  15.  2(X)4. 
an  appeal  was  filed  by  G.  Bland  Piatt  with  concerns  regarding  inadequate  project  description, 
deferral  of  review,  and  TDR  impacts.  This  Revised  MNP  responds  to  those  concerns  with 
revisions  to  clarify  and  amplify  previous  infoiTuation  but  does  not  identify  additional  or  new 
significant  impacts  or  revise  the  project  or  add  new  mitigation  measures  in  order  to  reduce 
significant  impacts  that  would  require  recirculation  of  the  MND  according  to  CEQA. 
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While  local  concerns  or  other  planning  considerations  may  be  grounds  for  modification  or  denial  of  the 
proposal,  in  the  independent  judgment  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  there  is  no  substantial 
evidence  that  the  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 

D.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Yes 

1)  Could  the  project  have  significant  effects  if 
mitigation  measures  are  not  included  in  the  X 
project?   

2)  Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to 
eliminate  significant  effects  included  in  the  X 
project?   

The  following  are  mitigation  measures  that  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor  to  avoid 
potentially  significant  effects  of  the  proposed  project. 

Mitigation  Measure  1  -  Construction  Air  Quality 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other 
material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding 
streets  during  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions.  Ordinance  175- 
91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used 
for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s) 
obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 

Mitigation  Measure  2  -  Contaminated  Waste  Removal 

Any  waste  materials  generated  during  chimney  retrofitting  or  demolition  shall  be  handled  as 
industrial  or  hazardous  wastes. 

Mitigation  Measure  3  -  Historical  Resources 

In  accordance  with  the  Programmatic  Agreement  entered  into  by  and  among  the  United  States  of 
America,  acting  by  and  through  its  General  Services  Administration  (GSA),  the  Advisory  Council 
on  Historic  Preservation,  the  California  State  Historic  Preservation  Office,  and  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  regarding  the  preservation  of  the  Old  Mint  Building,  all  future  design 
plans  shall  be  submitted  by  the  San  Francisco  Museum  and  Historical  Society  (project  sponsor)  to 
the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Planning  Department  for  compliance  with  the 
Secretary  of  Interior's  Standards  for  the  Rehabilitation  of  Historic  Buildings  (Standards). 


No        N/A  Discussed 
X 

X 
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Additional  reviews  for  compliance  with  the  Standards  will  take  place  after  the  schematic,  design 
development,  and  construction  stages  of  the  design  process.  Like  the  initial  determination  report, 
each  subsequent  report  will  be  submitted  to  SHPO  and  the  Planning  Department  for  review  and 
comment.  As  part  of  the  Planning  Department  review  and  comment  on  the  rehabilitation  of  the 
Old  Mint,  the  project  sponsor  will  present  to  the  Landmark  Preservation  Advisory  Board  in  a 
public  heai'ing  a  request  for  review  and  comment  on  each  phase  of  the  proposed  project: 
schematic  design,  design  development  and  construction  plans  prior  to  obtaining  a  report  prepared 
by  the  historic  preservation  consultant  (Carey  &  Co.)  on  each  phase  of  the  project  development  as 
required  by  the  Programmatic  Agreement.  Submittal  to  the  Landmarks  Board  at  each  phase  of 
the  project  development  will  infoirn  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  process  and  assure 
compliance  with  the  standards  in  Planning  Code  Article  10.  If  SHPO  ultimately  does  not  concur 
that  a  proposed  design  solution  meets  the  Standards,  then  further  CEQA  review  of  tho  final 
design  shall  be  required  to  determine  whether  there  would  be  any  potential  significant  impact. 

IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES 

Improvement  measures  diminish  effects  of  the  project  that  are  identified  in  the  environmental  analysis  as 
being  less-than-significant  impacts.  The  project  sponsor  will  implement  these  improvement  measures  as 
part  of  the  project. 

Improvement  Measure  1  -  Traffic 

Signing  improvements  to  restrict  access  on  Mint  Street  could  be  required  at  the  entrance  of  Mint 
Street.  Also  proper  signing  could  be  required  to  restrict  private  buses  from  using  the  eastside 
curb  as  layover  area.  This  space  is  proposed  as  drop-off  area  for  visitors  to  the  Historical 
Museum.  It  is  noted  that  buses  after  drop  off  would  have  difficulty  in  maneuvering  a  U-turn  on 
Mint  Street  and  would  also  cause  some  conflict  with  pedestrian  activities  on  Mint  Street.  Tour 
buses  bringing  visitors  to  the  Historical  Museum  could  require  layover  space  and  the  project 
sponsor  would  work  with  DPT  to  identify  improvement  measures  to  provide  layover  space  for 
these  buses. 

\n  order  to  reduce  potential  tour  bus  double  parking  and  illegal  tour  bus  parking  impacts  in 
downtown,  the  DPT  could  continue  its  enforcement  effort  in  downtown  and  work  with  the  bus 
operators  to  find  a  long-term  solution. 

Improvement  Measure  2  -  Transit 

The  proposed  project  could  have  an  impact  on  MUNI  operations  due  to  the  closure  of  Jessie 
Street  east  of  Mint  Street.  The  project  sponsor  proposes  that  MUNI  route  26  use  Fifth  Street 
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instead  of  Eighth  Street  and  use  the  existing  bus  stop  location  on  Fifth  Street  for  layover.  This 
option  could  still  have  the  same  travel  distance  and  travel  time  and  thus  would  not  affect  the 
MUNI  schedule.  This  option  of  change  in  MUNI  route  and  relocation  of  layover  space  for  MUNI 
bus  route  26  would  require  approval  from  MUNI. 

The  MUNI  #26  buses  eastbound  route  could  change  to  continue  on  Market  Street  then  turn  to 
Fifth  Street  and  its  layover  location  could  be  moved  to  Fifth  Street  and  combined  with  MUNI  #27 
bus  stop.  The  westbound  route  could  remain  the  same. 

Improvement  Measure  3  -  Parking 

Five  car  parking  spaces  and  eight  motorcycle  parking  spaces  would  be  displaced  due  to  the  Jessie 
Street  closure.  These  five  spaces  can  be  compensated  fully  with  one  extra  space  on  Mint  Street 
by  converting  the  existing  parallel  parking  to  90-degree  parking  spaces.  Resulting  in  the  increase 
of  one  vehicle  parking  space  and  loss  of  eight  motorcycle  spaces.  Proposed  design  of  Mint  Street 
would  be  require  to  be  approved  by  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  prior  to 
implementation. 

Improvement  Measure  4  -  Construction 

Any  construction  traffic  occurring  between  7:00  AM  and  9:00  AM  or  between  3:30  PM  and  6:00 
PM  could  coincide  with  peak  hour  traffic  and  could  impede  traffic  flow.  The  impact  of  lane 
closures  and  construction  traffic  could  decrease  the  capacity  of  streets  and  slow  the  movement  of 
traffic  (including  MUNI  buses).  To  the  extent  possible  for  the  proposed  project,  truck 
movements  could  be  limited  to  the  hours  between  9:00  AM  and  3:30  P.M.  Prior  to  any  lane 
closure  and  encroachment  on  traffic  lanes,  proper  permits  need  to  be  obtained  from  the  City.  A 
closure  of  all  sidewalks  along  the  perimeter  of  the  project  on  Mission  Street,  Fifth  Street,  Mint 
Street  and  Jessie  Street  could  require  detailed  planning  to  provide  space  for  bus  stop,  passenger 
waiting  area  and  layover  location.  The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  proper  waiting  area 
could  be  provided  for  the  passengers  waiting  for  buses  on  Mission  Street  and  Fifth  Street  bus-stop 
locations  for  the  entire  duration  of  construction.  The  project  sponsor  could  be  required  to  work 
with  DPT,  DPW  and  MUNI  to  seek  satisfactory  design  needs  to  accommodate  proper  waiting 
area  for  transit  riders.  Sidewalk  closure  with  additional  pedestrian  pathway  could  encroach  on 
traffic  lanes  thereby  disrupting  traffic  operation. 
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The  Project  Sponsor  and  construction  contractor(s)  could  meet  with  the  Traffic  Engineering 
Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  the  Fire  Department,  and  the  Planning 
Department  to  determine  feasible  traffic  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  and  pedestrian 
circulation  impacts  during  construction  of  the  project.  In  addition,  to  ensure  that  the  relocation  of 
MUNI  bus  stop,  suggested  route  relocation  and  the  MUNI  passenger  waiting  area  (minimum  5 
feet  in  width  for  the  entire  length  of  the  bus  stop)  are  acceptable  to  MUNI,  the  project  sponsor 
could  coordinate  with  MUNI's  Chief  Inspector  prior  to  construction. 

E.      MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  Yes        No  Discussed 

1)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality 
of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a 
fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population 
to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate  a 
plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number  or  restrict 
the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal,  or 
eliminate  important  examples  of  the  major  periods  of  X 
California  history  or  pre-history?   

2)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term, 

to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals?    X 

3)  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects 
which  are  individually  limited,  but  cumulatively 
considerable?  (Analyze  in  the  light  of  past  projects,  other 

current  projects,  and  probable  future  projects.)  X  X 

4)  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 

human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly?  X 
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F.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  TfflS  mrriAL  STUDY 

  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  a 

NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

X  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  there 
WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures,  numbers  1-3,  in  the 
discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

  I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


Date  PAUL  MALTZER 

Environmental  Review  Officer 
for 

Dean  L.  Macris 

Interim  Director  of  Planning 

Planning  Department 
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